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INTRODUCTION
In the past one hundred years a major sector of public
higher education has progressed from small localized
academic communities dedicated primarily to liberal arts
education to large, multi-purpose universities meeting
the needs of a diverse clientele, possessing highly
structured bureaucracies and specialized faculties, and
having an ever increasing impact upon the future of the
United States (Baldridge, 1971; Herge, 1965; Sample, 1972).
Accompanying this course of events, are other more recent
changes in American post-secondary education.

These

changes include tighter job market conditions, the growth
of collective bargaining, alteration in tenure policies,
decline in Federal research monies, fluctuations in the
growth of undergraduate enrollments, and uncertainty about
future funding of university programs (Bayer, 1973)*
In addition, American state universities and their
teaching faculties are facing increasing pressure from the
public to be held accountable for their activities.

On the

state level, this pressure is exerted by officials who are
Increasingly concerned about what faculty members do with
their time, the cost-effectiveness of various university
programs and activities, and the evaluation of individual
teaching performance (Group for Human Development, 197^).
In an effort to meet legislative and public pressure,
1
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institutions of higher education are only now, sometimes
grudgingly, re-evaluating their position on the analysis
of faculty work activity, the evaluation of teaching effec
tiveness, and the improvement of teaching.
Traditionally, the investigation of teaching activity
and effectiveness has not been attempted in the university
This is due, in part, to the attitude in higher education
that the teacher's classroom is somehow sacrosanct and to
the often fierce resistance of faculty against evaluation
(Cohen & Brawer, 19^9; Dressel, 1959).

As a result of

faculty resistance to evaluation and the university's
subsequent failure to study the activities of teaching
faculty, most universities presently lack the empirical
information needed to justify faculty activities and their
associated costs, or to objectively evaluate teaching
effectiveness.
Although higher education has traditionally avoided
focusing research efforts on the performance of its own
personnel, this has not been the case in industry.

Unhin

dered by many of the obstacles facing the universities,
industry has actively explored work behavior since the
beginning of the twentieth century.

The 1913 publication

of Hugo Munsterberg's text Pvschology and Industrial
Effectiveness (1913) was perhaps the first attempt to
establish an applied field of psychology in industry.
Methods of evaluating work and improving Industrial
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effectiveness range from the early ideas of Fredrick Taylor,
the so-called father of scientific management, to modern
techniques of personnel selection and training based on
principles of behavior theory (Taylor, 19^7; Bass & Vaughn,
1966).

The interest industry has shown in work behavior

was necessitated by the need to answer the questions posed
by concerned stockholders and cost-conscious managers.
These stockholders and managers ask virtually the same
questions weary taxpayers are asking the universities today.
What do your employees (faculty) do?
doing it?

How well are they

Are we getting the most value for the least

expenditure?
Industry recognizes that, in almost all cases, indivi
duals react to the offering of important rewards by doing
what is required in order to obtain these rewards.

How an

organization distributes rewards has an important effect
on subsequent work performance.

In effect, organizations

tend to motivate the kind of behavior they reward.

Thus,

industry has found that one effective way to understand the
behavior of individuals in an organization Is to look at
how rewards are distributed in the organization and,
specifically, what individuals do to obtain the rewards
they value (Porter & Lawler, 1968).
Public higher education is currently facing the in
creasing "industrialization" of university faculties,
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4
frequently accelerated by unionization.

In effect, a

university's faculty is now often viewed as a teaching
work force, as opposed to a group of independent scholars
and scientists.

This has accompanied the increasing pressure

to justify faculty activities and their compensation.

As

a result, faculty reward systems based upon measures of
faculty performance and merit are needed.

If the universities

are to acquire the information necessary to operate these
reward systems, they, like industry before them, will find
the study of work activity and reward a necessity.
University Faculty and
Academic Beward
University faculty may become involved in three broad,
general areas of university sanctioned work activity.
three areas of work activity includes
and community service.

These

teaching, research,

The following are common examples

of faculty activity in these areas.

The first and probably

the most important area is direct instruction.

This includes

classroom and laboratory teaching, arranged and independent
study direction, and the academic advisement of students.
Besides time directly spent with students, a teacher's
activity in this area usually includes:

planning classroom

activities, preparing appropriate course and curricular
materials, pursuing source materials for the latest develop-*
ments in the discipline or topic under discussion, and
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directing graduate teaching assistants.

In addition, the

teacher is expected to be available to the students who wish
personal conferences (Herge, 1 9 6 5 ).

The second major area

of faculty activity is in research and research-related
activities.

This area may encompass such activities as

conducting one's own research and directing the research of
others, publication, grant proposal activity, and other
scholarly, artistic, and creative undertakings.

Also

important is the chairing of graduate dissertation, special
ist, and/or thesis committees as well as attending and
participating in professional conferences.

In the community,

teachers may be asked to conduct special courses, serve as
advisors or consultants, present talks, or attend public
meetings.

Faculty members may also choose to participate

as members of community organizations and to bring their
special expertise to bear on the Investigation of community
problems.
Bar (1961) believes that teachers participate in
many different work activities related to the three areas
discussed above, but they are most productive in only one
or, at most, two.

After studying faculty work patterns he

concluded:
There is much uneveness in the abilities
of teachers; i.e., they may be low in some
activities and high in others. There appear
to be few multitalented teachers. From the
data . . . it might be hypothesized that a
good teacher is one that has one or more
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special talents and no deficiencies that the
school, community or administration consider
critical, -with many intermediate abilities
spread more or less normally between these
extremes (p. 208).
The extent to which a teacher applies his abilities
and time in any particular faculty work activity is
determined by two types of factors.

First, the teacher's

characteristics predetermine, to an extent, what activities
the individual finds satisfying and rewarding.

Secondly,

characteristics of the institution, where the teacher is
employed, directly influence the teacher's final choice
of work activities.
The characteristics of the teacher are probably the
single most important factor in his selection of work
activities.

Characteristics such as his past experience,

preferences, and abilities, lay the groundwork for sub
sequent work activity.

Basically, these characteristics

determine the work activities most suited to the individual
relative to skills and interests.
While the teacher's attributes determine the work
activity preferred by the individual, the Institution’s
reputation, public goals, and reward practices, to an extent,
alter and direct the teacher's on-the-job work behavior.
The university's influence on individual behavior begins
when a teacher first considers applying for employment.
An Institution's reputation develops over time.

Although
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sometimes unfounded, it is often assumed that a university's
reputation accurately reflects its actual goals.

As a

result, the university's reputation may selectively attract
or discourage potential job applicants.

Thus, an individual

who aspires to be a prominent research scientist in his
field, will probably overlook many universities which have
established teaching traditions.

On the other hand, an

individual who wishes to dedicate his activities to excellence
in teaching, will probably seek an institution which does
not measure academic success by research and publishing
productivity.
Miller (1972) states:

"An institution can fashion

its future significantly according to which activities it
chooses to emphasize and reward above others (p. kO) ,u
The university, in its effort to reach its goals, relies
generally on four major types of formal reward.

These may

be used by the university to recognize faculty members who
have contributed to institutional goals in one way or
another.

Byrnes and Jamrich (1961) found that of these

four types of reward, the two most Important and more
frequently used are promotions in rank and salary increases,
fiesults of a questionnaire they administered to member
institutions of the American Association of Colleges for
Teacher Education determined that promotion in rank was
mentioned as an important source of faculty recognition and
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reward by 91.3# of the responding institutions, while
salary increases were listed by 87.^# of those that replied
Both promotions and salary increases are general rewards
for university service and are contingent upon both the
discretion of the university and its reward policies.
The sabbatical leave is the third type of reward which
may be conferred on a faculty member by the university.
These rewards are awarded to faculty members who have
submitted an acceptable sabbatical proposal and have demon
strated research potential and scholarship over a number of
years of service at the university.

Final judgment

concerning the awarding of a sabbatical leave is usually
based on the proposed sabbatical activities* value to the
individual and to the institution.

The final major type of

university reward includes special awards for distinguished
service usually in classroom teaching or research.

These

awards are generally contingent on some measure of the
Individual's performance.

By designating a select number

of faculty members as outstanding or distinguished teachers
for example, the university endeavors to provide a model
of classroom teaching performance which other teachers may
strive to emulate and, also, to establish an incentive for
Improving teaching performance,
In addition to promotions, raises, sabbatical leaves,
and distinguished service awards, the awarding of tenure
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can be considered a form of university recognition.

If

awarded by the university, tenure guarantees the faculty
member academic freedom and a relatively secure job.

When

denied, tenure represents one of the most severe sanctions,
besides dismissal for cause, possessed by the university.
However, its value as a reinforcer is limited since most,
if not all, eligible faculty members receive tenure after
meeting minimum performance criteria established by the
institution.

Rarely, except in cases of extremely poor

performance, is tenure denied.

The awarding of tenure

indicates that a faculty member has achieved at least a
minimum level of satisfactory performance; it does not
guarantee that this performance level will be maintained
and does little, if anything, to motivate improved
performance.
The distribution of promotions in rank, salary increases,
sabbatical leaves, and teaching awards has traditionally
been based on the subjective evaluation of the quality of
relevant faculty work activities.

The evaluation criteria

used to arrive at reward decisions are established according
to the goals and philosophy of the university.

In almost

all cases, faculty evaluations in the university are deter
mined by subjective estimates of a teacher’s overall worth
to the institution, based on the Judgments of faculty
colleagues, department chairmen, and college deans.

Through
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the evaluation process, college evaluators attempt to
recognize meritorious faculty service.
Faculty evaluators agree that faculty reward decisions
should be based on merit.

However, the appropriate criteria

for making faculty reward decisions are still being debated
in the forums of higher education.

At state universities,

the debate revolves around the best criteria for evaluating
classroom teaching activity.

In the past twenty years many

diverse reward criteria have been used, or suggested, for
use in university reward practices.

Guthrie (1959) stated

that the only determiner for promotion in state universities
was seniority.

Taylor (1958) believes that faculty

evaluations should emphasize the teacher's depth of inner
life and the qualities he holds as a man of character and
commitment, while Rosecrance (1962) believes good college
teaching should be evaluated by the experience and growth
of the teacher’s students and the teaching methods he
employs.

Brickman (1957) and Snow (1968) agree that teaching

competence, and nothing else, should head the list of
reward criteria.

Bryant (1967) also believes that teaching

competence should be the primary qualification for reward
and suggests that competence should be evaluated by class
room visitation and the examination of student test results.
More recently, the Ladd-Lipset Survey (1976) indicated that
most university faculty members agree teaching proficiency
should be the primary criterion in faculty promotion.
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Further, 73^ of the respondents believed that faculty
promotions should be based, in part, on student evaluations
of teaching effectiveness.
Resarch activity and scholarship have also been
suggested as valid criteria for faculty reward decisions.
Leary (1959) states that our best teachers are almost with
out exception our best scholars.

Further, although teaching

is important, criteria for its evaluation can be based on
research and scholarly activity.

Finally, Astin and Lee

(1966) conclude “. . . the professor’s scholarly research
and publication . . . are currently the primary consider
ations in evaluating his teaching ability (p. 363)*”
In a small number of institutions, dedicated primarily
to research and only secondarily to teaching, few if any
problems are encountered concerning the selection of faculty
reward criteria.

An outstanding example is the University

of Chicago, a privately funded institution, which has been
philosophically dedicated to the advancement and dissemi
nation of tanowledge (Cuneo, 1972).

To achieve this goal,

the university selects and rewands faculty members
primarily on the basis of scholarly research and publication
activity.

As a result, a primary faculty reward criterion

at the University of Chicago is the faculty member’s past
history of research and publication activity.

At the same

time, the university’s research orientation has relegated
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teaching to a secondary role in faculty reward considerations
(Levi, 1969).

Faculty reward criteria "based on research

activity have provided the university with objective#
direct measures of faculty success.

Further, these

reward criteria are compatible with the university's
ultimate goals which stress the importance of research
above other considerations.
Most state supported universities cannot commit them
selves to a policy giving research priority over teaching.
The state universities are under the watchful eye of
legislatures, boards of control, alumni, and the public,
who demand public education as opposed to the scholarly
success of faculty members.

In an effort to appease the

public and curry favor of university critics, the state
universities have, for many years, publicly advocated the
importance of teaching in their goals and educational
philosophy (Miller, 197*0As a result of their commitment to teaching, the state
universities are presently facing two faculty personnel
problems.

First, an acceptable and valid measure of teaching

effectiveness is, as yet, not available.

Neeley (1968)

reviewed the past twenty-five years of literature and found
no Indication of an objectively useful criterion for
identifying effective teachers.

In contrast to faculty

evaluations based on easily measured research and publication
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activity, as used at the University of Chicago, teaching
effectiveness has proven to be an awkward, if not impossible,
criterion to define and measure.
Secondly, although more institutional research is being
conducted by universities than in the past, very little
useful information is as yet available concerning a system
atic analysis of faculty activities or the relationship
between these activities and university rewards.

Twenty-

five years ago Lamke (1955) stated:
If research during the last three years
were to be wiped out in the fields of medicine,
agriculture, physics or chemistry our lives
would be materially changed. If research in
the areas of teaching personnel during the
last three years should vanish, education and
educators would continue much as usual (p. 92).
Although Lamke was describing the need for scientific
research in elementary education in the fifties, this
quote can be applied to the universities today.

While

the universities remain hotbeds of research in the
sciences, humanities, and the arts, investigation of the
university and its faculty has remained a neglected and
often taboo subject.
The failure in many state universities to develop a
valid measure of teaching effectiveness has resulted in a
paradox.

Over the years, these universities have been

hiring faculty on the basis of teaching qualifications
and have publicly proclaimed that teaching effectiveness is
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the "basis for faculty reward.

Nevertheless, recommendations

for promotions in rank and salary increases are often based
on criteria other than teaching effectiveness (Caplow &
McGee, 1958; Herge, 1965; Ladd & Lipset, 1976; McKeachie,
1959; Miller, 1974; Shryock, 1961).
There are two explanations for the paradox between
stated goals and actual reward practices.

First, many

state universities voluntarily accept the paradox.

Forced

to publicly espouse their interest in teaching and education
in order to maintain an acceptable flow of appropriations,
some universities remain privately dedicated to the advance
ment of knowledge and the establishment of a scholarly
reputation.

Sample (1972) states:

. . . the prestigious public institutions
are in the almost untenable position of having
publicly proclaimed education as their principle
goal, while trying their best . . . to emulate
the values of a research institute (p. 20).
Sample's belief that some state universities try to emulate
the values of research institutes is supported by a study
by Caplow and McGee (1958) of ten major state universities.
The results indicate that productivity as defined by 122
respondents at these state universities was research or
publication of research.

In contrast, teaching excellence,

or any mention of teaching, was overlooked by all but 14
of the respondents.

Caplow and McGee conclude that while

faculty were hired to teach, they were actually evaluated
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on the basis of research contributions to their disciplines.
The Ladd-Lipset Survey (1976) offers further evidence
that the disparity between public teaching goals and the
universities' private dedication to research is being
accepted by higher education.

Their conclusion, based

on the finding that faculty who prefer research receive
higher salaries than those who prefer teaching, was that
higher education, as an institution, esteems research more
highly than teaching.

Miller (197^) also agrees that

research oriented faculty are more highly favored by state
university reward practices than teaching oriented faculty.
Miller, however, attributes the paradox between the
universities' public dedication to teaching but private
dedication to research to the efforts of the professors
themselves, whom he says control promotion and feel they
must uphold the academic mystique for scholarship.
A second explanation of the paradox between stated
university goals and actual reward practices is presented
by Martin and Berry (1969).

According to Martin and Berry's

theory, the universities that accept a public commitment to
teaching are, nevertheless, forced to evaluate faculty
members on the basis of research and scholarly activity.
They suggest that the university of today is a big business
enterprise and that its structure is characterized by a
high degree of formalization and bureaucratization.
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Further, they believe that the university " , , , constitutes
a large scale human machine designed to obtain given social
ends (p. 697).”

To this extent, Martin and berry believe

Max Weber's "ideal type" model of bureaucratic organization
describes university structure.

According to Weber, a

bureaucracy contains in its structure standards of order,
procedure and control.

A university which is a bureaucracy

must therefore have an objective, measurable, and institu
tionalized procedure of faculty evaluation.

Weber theorizes

that an organization unable to develop a rational instrument
of evaluation is faced with two interrelated outcomes.

If

objective measures are not available, the organization's
only recourse is the use of subjective measures to determine
employee effectiveness and reward.

These criteria consist

of such measures as the individual's background, personality
factors, and loyalty to the university.

Secondly, the

irrelevant measures used in the evaluation often result in
internal strain, since they are not directly related to the
specific tasks of the organization's members.

Therefore,

Martin and Berry believe that the university must either
evaluate faculty rationally using objective measures of
merit and achievement or by what Weber calls the tradi
tional approach, based on evaluation of extraneous personal
characteristics.
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According to Martin and Berry, if the rational approach
is selected by the university, three theoretical methods
of evaluating teaching effectiveness are available:
1.

Teaching standards may be established which
are based on direct, objective measures of the
Individual's teaching effectiveness.

A direct

measure of teaching effectiveness requires that
the individual teacher's contribution to the
overall academic development of his students be
partialed out and measured independently
from all other development factors.

At the

present time, it is not possible to measure
teaching effectiveness directly.
2.

Indirect, subjective judgments of a faculty
member's teaching effectiveness may be employed.
Indirect measures of teaching effectiveness
are based on the judgment of university
evaluators.

These evaluators attempt to

estimate the teacher's effect on the academic
development of his students.

To arrive at a

final evaluation, a number of sources of
information about the teacher's effectiveness
may be utilized by the evaluator.
information sources include:

These

student

evaluations, student examination or grade
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scale analysis, and classroom visitation,
3,

Teaching effectiveness may be evaluated on
the basis of substitute criteria when direct
and indirect measures of teaching effective
ness are not available.

Any direct or in

direct measure of faculty activity not directly
related to teaching effectiveness may become a
substitute criterion.

For example, measures

of faculty research and publication activity
may be used as a basis for judging the faculty
member's teaching effectiveness.

However,

when measures of research and publication
are used, teaching effectiveness is not
determined by the teacher's effect on his
students' development, but it is instead
determined on the basis of the teacher's
ability and interest in research and publication
activity.

Although there is still considerable

debate among academicians and administrators,
research evidence unfortunately suggests that
measures of research, publication, and scholar
ship are not related to classroom teaching
effectiveness (Hayes, 1971? McDaniels & Feldhusen,
1970; Siegried & White, 1973? Voeks, 1962).
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Martin and Berry believe that judgments of teaching
effectiveness are based on substitute criteria in most
universities.

They suggest that direct measures of teach

ing effectiveness cannot be found and that indirect measures,
such as student evaluations and classroom visitations, are
not systematically used by universities.

As a result,

many universities, that truly believe in the importance of
teaching, must rely on measures of research and publication
activity to evaluate teaching effectiveness.
Further, Martin and Berry believe that the inherent
invisibility of teaching adds to the tendency of university
evaluators to substitute research measures for measures of
teaching effectiveness.

The authors state that, in effect,

teaching ability is an assumed quality at the university
which plays little, if any, part in most university reward
decisions.

Snow (1 9 6 3 ) commenting on this problem states:

It is extraordinarily difficult to make a
sound appraisal of teaching effectiveness, and,
in the absence of conclusive evidence to the
contrary, it is highly convenient to presume
that all is well (p. 318).
Astin and Lee (1966) present evidence that indicates
Martin and Berry's theory is correct.

Astin and Lee

developed a questionnaire to determine the frequency with
which various sources of information are used in the
evaluation of teaching ability and the importance of
teaching ability relative to other factors in the evalua
tion of the teacher’s worth to the university.

The sample
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contained 1,110 of the universities listed in Part III of
the U.S. Office of Education Directory that completed
and returned the questionnaire.

Results indicate that

although classroom teaching was reported as the most
important factor in evaluating faculty for promotion and
salary increases, teaching effectiveness was actually
determined by chairman, dean, and colleague evaluations
based on scholarly research and publications.

Further,

Astin and Lee found that any single indirect measure of
teaching effectiveness— such as analyses of student test
performance data, grade scale analysis, or classroom
visits— was used by less than 28% of the universities
surveyed.
In summary, Astin and Lee's (1966) findings are
exactly what we would expect in light of Martin and Berry*
(1969) theory.

Astin and Lee found that most state

universities emphasize the importance of teaching ability,
as opposed to research ability, in university goals and
educational philosophy.

However, in practice university

evaluators rely more heavily on measures of research and
publication when evaluating faculty members for rewards,
than they do on direct or indirect measures of teaching
effectiveness.

These results, along with the weight of

the evidence previously presented, suggest that in the
absence of measures of teaching effectiveness reward
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decisions at most state universities are weighted in favor
of faculty research and professional activity.
Characteristics of the University,
and the Relationships Between
Faculty Activities and Rewards
An important aspect of personnel research is the nature
of the organization where the study takes place.

Some of

the institutional characteristics of the subject university
are discussed below.

To insure that the institution remains

anonymous, it is not identified by name in this study.

A

copy of each university reward policy discussed in this
Chapter is included in the Appendix.

These documents pertain

to university policies and procedures in effect before the
institution became involved in collective bargaining with
its faculty.

As a result, such policies were superceded

by contract provisions contained in the labor agreement which
resulted from the negotiations.
The university is a four year, state supported insti
tution of higher education located in the mid-western
United States.

It can be classified as a medium-sized

institution, since its fall enrollments generally are close
to 20,000 students on a head-count basis.

The institution

was founded originally as a state normal school in the early
1900's.

Since gaining university status it has developed

into a multi-purpose institution offering programs in the
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following nine colleges:

Allied Health and Human Services,

Applied Sciences, Arts and Sciences, Business, Education,
Fine Arts, General Studies, and Honors,

Finally, Graduate

College programs leading to Masters, Specialist, and
Doctoral degrees are also offered in a number of fields.
During the last two decades the university, like most
American colleges and universities, experienced rapid
increases in student enrollments.

From 1966 to 1973, the

time period under investigation, the student enrollment
climbed from 16,^70 to 20,922.

To accomodate the growing

student body during these years, the university increased
the size of its faculty, expanded its physical facilities,
and broadened its curricula.
Hecently the demands on the university have changed.
For example, student enrollments, while fluctuating in
certain areas, have tended to stabilize.

Since 1975 the

university has had to deal with a faculty union.

As a

result of poor economic conditions in the state, the
institution has been handicapped by less than adequate
state appropriations.

Finally, like all of higher educa

tion, the university must contend with growing public de
mands to justify post-secondary services and expenses.
To an extent, a university's size, curricula, and
history play a part in determining what faculty members do
and how they are rewarded for their activities.

However,
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the most direct influences on the relationship between
activities and rewards are the external economic conditions
which determine the financial resources available to the
university and the university's ability to implement its
reward policies.

Economic conditions set maximum and

minimum limits on the size and availability of faculty
rewards.

For example, the university's financial resources,

to an extent, determine the number of individuals which
the institution can support in each academic rank.
Financial resources also determine the amount of money
available for salary increases, sabbatical leaves, and
teaching awards.

Another economic condition imposed on

the university is the escalation in the cost-of-living.
In this case, at least minimum cost-of-living increases in
salary must be provided to each faculty member by the
university.
fieward policies, the second important influence on
the relationship between faculty performance and rewards,
offer the university its greatest Influence over faculty
activities,

fiewarding appropriate faculty behavior is

the most important means at the university's disposal of
achieving its goals.
reward indices are:

The university's three most prominent
faculty promotions in rank, salary

Increases, and the awarding of sabbatical leaves.
The university recognizes the Board-appointed ranks
of professor, associate professor, assistant professor, and
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instructor.

Each rank is distinguished by a median salary

substantially higher than the next lower rank.

To the

extent that median salary will increase as one progresses
through the ranks, promotions in rank and salary Increases,
partially determined by promotion increments, are related.
To qualify for promotion to the rank of assistant or
associate professor, the teacher usually must have served
in the preceding rank two and five years, respectively.
In addition, the faculty member must exhibit the special
attainments, skills, or experience which the department
believes are valuable to the discipline.

Promotion to

full professor usually requires the attainment of an
appropriate terminal degree and seven years service as an
associate professor.
In addition to fulfilling the qualifications described
above, a faculty promotion must be justified in terms of
the individuals teaching ability, professional recognition,
and service to the university and community.

The department

chairman initially evaluates these facets of a teacher's
activity.

The chairman then recommends those teachers whom

he believes are qualified for promotion to the College
Promotion Committee.

After approval by this seven-member,

faculty committee, the recommendations are submitted to the
college dean.

Upon the dean's approval, the recommendations

are then forwarded to the Vice-President for Academic
Affairs who presents recommendations for promotion to the
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University's President and to the Board of Trustees
(Promotion Policy, 1973, Appendix A).
Minimal length of time in rank and hence the number of
promotions received by a faculty member in a given time
period are indicative of the value and success of an
individuals post-secondary teaching activities.

As a

result, two measures of faculty promotions in rank were
studied.

One variable was based on the number of years

each faculty member remained in his rank of hire.

The

second variable measured the total number of promotions
each faculty member received during the study period.
Two additional variables, directly related to faculty
promotions, were based on the faculty member's academic
rank at the beginning and end of the data collection period.
Academic rank at the time of hire (AY 1966-67), the first
of these two variables, was used extensively throughout the
study to control for the effects of academic rank on faculty
activities and in the analysis of relationships between
rank and salary increase.

Operational definitions for the

above four variables and additional reward and activity
measures, which will be introduced later in this Chapter, are
provided in the Methods Chapter,
In addition to providing promotions in rank for
meritorious service, the university is also committed to
providing equitable faculty salary compensation.

Within
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the provisions established by the university’s Faculty
Salary Policy (1970, Appendix B), each department must
decide how faculty salary compensation is to be evaluated
and the yearly dollar increase each department member will
receive.

According to the provisions of the Faculty Salary

Policy, the departments will grant each member of the
department a standard university-wide, cost-of-living
salary increase.

This increase is based on a percentage

factor, determined each year by the Salary Committee, of
each faculty member's current year's salary.

After

deducting the cost-of-living increases from the salary
improvement funds, the department's remaining funds are
divided into two portions.

The first portion provides

"normal salary increases" for department members, whose
contributions to the department and the university have
been of satisfactory or standard quality.

The remaining

salary-improvement funds provide "extra-ordinary salary
increases” to those department members who make exceptional
contributions to the department and the university.
Faculty members performing satisfactorily in their depart
ment can normally expect to reach the average salary for
their rank within five years on initial appointment.
Further, the Salary Policy specifies that maximum salaries
cannot be established for any rank.
Unfortunately, during recent periods of substantial
inflation, such as experienced by the university in
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academic years 1971-72 through 1973-7^. the cost-of-living
adjustment factor tended to dominate the other salary
considerations.

This was due, in large measure, to the

corresponding depreciation in the purchasing power of
state appropriations during this inflationary period.
Allowing for these fluctuations in the university's ability
to provide merit increases, faculty salaries and salary
increases— at least in a pre-collective bargaining context—
probably remain the most sensitive measures of university
reward.

Unlike promotions in rank, sabbatical leaves,

teaching awards, and the awarding of tenure, faculty salary
information provides regular, yearly feedback on the
individual's success at the university.

In all, six reward

variables related to salary compensation were studied.

Four

of these were based on faculty salary increase over the
eight-year period during which data was collected.

The

remaining two variables measure faculty salaries at the
points in time:

academic years 1966-67 and 1973-7^»

respectively.
Beginning in academic year 1971-72 the university
endeavored to locate inequities between reward levels for
equally qualified male and female members.

For example,

in academic year 1972-73 it was noted in the annual report
of the Faculty Senate Salary Committee (April 5. 1973) that
although male/female salary and rank differentials had
narrowed from 1971-72 levels, there were still considerable
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reward differences between the sexes.

The differences

between male/female faculty reward levels and recent
university efforts to eliminate this discrimination
indicate that reward data for the two sexes should reflect
significantly different reward trends.

Therefore, when

ever male and female sub-population sizes permit, sex will
be used as a control variable so that male and female reward
trends can be compared.

Finally, the use of sex as a control

variable will allow differences between male and female
activity levels to be identified and discussed.
The third prominent university reward is the awarding
of sabbatical leaves.

These leaves are awarded to encourage

and promote the professional growth of faculty members and
to enhance their scholarly endeavors and teaching effective
ness.

Sabbatical leaves may be awarded to faculty members

who have served in a full-time capacity for at least six
years, or the equivalent of six-years8 full-time service in
a university, Board-appointed position.

Additionally,

eligibility for a sabbatical leave is contingent on the
submission of a proposal written by the faculty member
concerning his proposed sabbatical activity.

Before a

sabbatical leave is awarded, the proposal must be reviewed
and approved by the department's Sabbatical Leave Committee,
the department chairman, the college dean, and by the
University Sabbatical Leave Committee.

Final approval
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must then be obtained from the Office of the Vice-President
for Academic Affairs.
justified:

Approved sabbatical activity must be

(l) in its own right, (2) relative to the

growth and development of the individual, and (3 ) relative
to the university (Sabbatical Leave Policy, 1973. Appendix C).
The awarding of a sabbatical leave should clearly
indicate satisfactory faculty performance at the university.
It also indicates scholarly interest, since it involves an
extended period of in-depth research or study in a
particular subject.

As a result, a dichotomous variable

indicating whether a faculty member did, or did not, receive
a sabbatical leave during the data-collection period was
included among the reward variables studied.
The awarding of promotions in rank, salary increases,
and sabbatical leaves are contingent on the individual
faculty member's ability to successfully participate in
desired university activities.

At the university, teaching

activity has traditionally been a major concern in reward
decisions.

As indicated by university policies which are

related to reward, professional recognition and community
service are also highly regarded reward criteria.

Although

information concerning the faculty's participation in
community services was not available, several indices of
both professional recognition and teaching activity were
obtained from university records.

For example, records were

kept on faculty members' publishing and creative activity,
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research proposal writing and funding activity, and graduate
dissertation, specialist, and thesis committee chairing activ
ity.

Also available for study were departmental reports of

estimated faculty research loads in credit hour equivalents.
Altogether, seven professional activity variables were
constructed from the information found in the university's
records.

These seven variables measure many of the activ

ities which should contribute to the faculty member's
recognition at the university.
Teaching and related duties are the primary responsi
bilities of state university faculty members.

Two general

types of measurement based on faculty teaching activity may
by used by the university.

First, many universities strive

to determine the relative quality of their teaching staff
by evaluating the faculty member's teaching performance.

In

1971 the university implemented a program aimed at estab
lishing university-wide teaching evaluation by 197^.

Un

fortunately, this teaching evaluation information was not
available when data was collected for this study.

Secondly,

most universities also collect information concerning the
faculty's teaching load.

In an effort to determine the

relationships between faculty teaching load and measures of
professional activity and between teaching load and reward,
several measures of teaching load, obtained from the
university's records, were studied.

These variables were

based on the average number of classes per year, the
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average number of class preparations per year, the average
number of credit hours per year, and the average number of
student credit hours per year.
University teaching activity usually involves three
general types of instructional activity.

First, the teacher

may be involved in a number of different scheduled class
room activities.

These include lectures, labs, and dis

cussions which meet on a regular weekly basis.

Secondly, the

faculty member may supervise arranged or studio classes.

In

most cases, arranged activities involve a small number of
students who meet at a time convenient to both the students
and the instructor.

Generally, these classes are designed

to provide the student with an opportunity to engage in
close interaction with an instructor or in independent study.
Students who opt for arranged instruction are responsible
for reaching a certain goal or completing a research project.
The teacher's primary responsibility in this situation is to
provide advice or assistance when the student encounters
difficulty.

Arranged instruction, as opposed to scheduled

classes, probably requires the instructor to provide more
professional knowledge and expertise but less preparation
time and student contact time.
Seminars are the third general type of instruction.
The seminar was designed to provide advanced students with
the opportunity to interact with their peers on a particular
subject, while under the guidance of a qualified faculty
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mentor.

At the university, seminars are classified as both

arranged and scheduled instruction.

In this study, seminars

will be included in the category containing arranged classes.
Professionally active faculty often engage in an
increasing amount of so-called arranged instructional
activity as their professional reputation becomes estab
lished.

Arranged activity also increases as faculty advance

through the ranks and become involved in more specialized
graduate level teaching in their fields.

For these reasons,

two sets of variables were based on the four measures of
teaching load mentioned above.

One set was based on both

scheduled and arranged activity; the second set includes only
scheduled activity.

If faculty involvement in professional

activity creates changes in teaching activity, it is likely
that scheduled activity is a more sensitive index of such a
shift in emphasis.
Two variables were based on faculty characteristics
which are relevant to the analysis of university teaching
personnel.

These two variables identified the faculty

member's college affiliation at the university and sex.
Finally, two control variables were used in the selection
of the faculty population studied.

These included:

the

faculty member5s employment date and length of service at
the university.

Date of hire and length of university ser

vice were controlled so that only teachers who began univer
sity service in academic year 1966-67 and remained part of
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the full-time teaching staff through 1973-7^ were included
in the faculty population.

A detailed description of these

and other population characteristics is presented in the
Methods Chapter.
The identification of possible relationships between
the measures of activity and reward is dependent on, in
some cases, limited prior research.

However, based on the

available evidence, possible relationships can be identified.
Bresler (1968) reports that the mean number of publi
cations for senior Science and Engineering faculty was
highest for teacher’s receiving external research support
and lowest for those receiving no external support.

This

suggests that an active publisher is also actively engaged
in seeking and securing monetary support for his research
activity.

Since publications and research funding proposals

are closely linked to research activity, it is likely that
measures of research activity, publishing, and grant-proposal
activity are related to one another.

To the extent that

graduate students select a graduate committee chairman on
the basis of the faculty member’s demonstrated research
interest and ability, the measure of frequency of chairing
such committees should also be related to measures of
research load, publication, and proposal activity.
The author is not aware of any recent, published study
concerning the relation between any of the eight measures
of teaching work load.

However, some early assumptions
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about measures of teaching work load have been discredited
(Axt, i9 6 0 ).

For example, it is no longer assumed that a

teacher's class size and credit hour load are directlyrelated to total faculty work load or quality of educational
service.

At most, variables based on classes, class prep

arations, credit hours, and student credit hours only serve
as indications of instructional activity.

In this respect,

it should be possible to use these variables to discriminate
highly active teaching faculty from less active teaching
faculty.
The university's promotion policy suggests that salary
and rank are related.

The promotion policy states:

"Each

rank is distinguished by salary ranges which have a median
salary substantially higher then the next lower rank
(Promotion Policy, 1973* Appendix A)."

This suggests that

faculty salary and rank, for any given year, should be
related.

The relationship between salary increase and

length of time in rank is harder to pin down.

However,

if a faculty sample is selected so that rank of hire and
length of university service are constant, then size of
salary increase should be negatively related to number of
years in rank of hire.
on two assumptions:

This tentative hypothesis is based

(1) the university differentially

evaluates faculty members, and (2) the university bases
salary increases and promotions on the evaluations.

For

example, if faculty are evaluated on the basis of their
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involvement in instructional activities, then, highly active
individuals should receive larger pay increases and be
promoted faster than their less active colleagues,
■Fischer (1965), Hilgert (196^), and Sample (1972)
believe that faculty become less involved in instructional
activity per se, but more involved in research activity,
as they progress through the academic ranks.

Ayer (1929)

reported that a teacher's median class load declined by as
much as five credit hours as the individual progressed from
instructor to full professor.

Hayes (1971) found that, at

Carnegie-Mellon University, research was related to rank,
His results Indicate that higher ranking faculty are more
involved in research than lower ranking colleagues.

This

evidence suggests that teaching activity will decline as
rank increases and that research activity will increase as
faculty progress from instructors to full professors.
While teaching and research activity seem to be related to
rank, a study by Hvenden, Gamble and Blue (1933) suggests
that within each rank active researchers were also active
teachers.

Hesults show that teaching clock-hours were only

slightly reduced for faculty members engaged in research.
The authors concluded that the faculty member's enthusiasm
for research seemed to be the determining factor.

Thus,

within each rank, we should find that research and other
professional activities do not replace teaching activity
but are carried on in addition to it.
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In any Investigation of reward, the organization's
goals and policy statements should be considered a primary
source of Information about relationships between worker
activity and reward.

The university traditionally has

placed more relative emphasis on teaching effectiveness
than on individual professional achievement.
sity's promotion policy states:

The univer

"Competence in teaching is

an absolute necessity for promotion for teaching faculty
(Appendix A)."

A study conducted in 197^ by an All-

University Committee on Graduate and Professional Education
would seem to underscore this fact.

In that study, the

faculty surveyed were of the opinion that the university does
not generally encourage or give significant support to
faculty research and scholarly work.

However, the search

for actual university reward criteria should not end at the
university's promotion policy.

The weight of the evidence

presented earlier, suggests that despite goals proclaiming
dedication to instructional activities, many state univer
sities nevertheless favor faculty engaged In research and
other professional activities when making reward decisions
(Astin & Lee, 1966; Caplow & McGee, 1958; Ladd & Lipset,
1976; Martin & Berry, 1969; Miller, 197^).

This occurs

when college evaluators base their judgments of teaching
ability on more readily observable measures of professional
activity.

In fact, it was suggested that the assumption of

teaching ability has become a standard requirement in many
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state universities (Martin & Berry, 1969)*

If this is the

case, we would expect to find definite relationships between
university reward indices and professional activity measures.
The study is designed to provide a comprehensive analysis
of faculty activities and reward at a particular university.
The literature reviewed suggests that professional activity
measures should be correlated.

It is hypothesized that

faculty members who engage in professional activity will not
limit themselves to one type of such activity.

Therefore,

positive correlations should be obtained between the measures
of research load, publication activity, grant activity, and
graduate committee chairing activity.

Another question con

cerns the relationship between outcome of initial grant-proposal
activity and subsequent proposal activity.

Do faculty members

have a tendency to continue submitting proposals if their
initial grant-proposal is successful?

Conversely, is grant-

proposal activity suppressed if initial proposal activity is
unsuccessful?
The relationship between professional activity and teaching
load is a second aspect of university service studied,

Each

department in the university maintains expectations pertaining
to the amount of time which should be devoted to professional
and teaching activity.

They then determine what activities

are important to the achievement of internal goals and, as a
result, most hold widely different philosophies defining the
nature of successful faculty service.

Due to the small size
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of the population studied, departmental comparisons of these
activity interactions could not be studied.

However, two

general relationships between professional activity and
teaching load, which are believed to exist to some extent in
all departments, were analyzed.

First, the literature suggests

that research and other professional activity is inversely
related to teaching activity if analyzed by faculty rank.
In other words, professional activity increases as academic
rank increases, while teaching activity decreases.

Secondly,

it is hypothesized that, within each rank, professionally
active faculty members are as involved in teaching activity
as colleagues who do not engage in professional activity.
If the second interaction between professional activity and
teaching activity is found, it would suggest that faculty
who engage in professional activity do not neglect their
teaching duties but, in effect, take on the added responsi
bility of research and other creative endeavors in addition
to teaching.
Interactions between faculty rewards are dictated, to
an extent, by university policy, which states that faculty
reward should be based on judgments of individual merit.
If pay increases and promotions in rank are consistently
awarded according to the university’s definition of merit,
then salary increases, length of time in rank, and number of
promotions should be related.

Meritorious faculty members

should receive larger pay increases and progress through
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the ranks faster than faculty who meet, but do not exceed,
university and departmental expectations.

In addition, if

meritorious faculty members are more likely to submit
acceptable sabbatical leave proposals, then sabbatical leave
activity should be associated with larger pay increases, less
time in rank, and promotion to a higher rank.
The last section of results deals with activity/reward
relationships and the prediction of faculty reward.

If

professional activity plays a significant role in faculty
reward decisions, as suggested by some of the literature
reviewed, then measures of faculty salary increases, length
of time in rank, and number of promotions should be related
to equated research load, publication frequency, proposal
activity, and the number of graduate committees chaired.
Faculty highly committed to professional activity should
receive larger pay increases and be promoted to the higher
ranks faster than colleagues less committed to professional
activity.

Secondly, if professional activity is a criteria

used in making reward decisions, then, it should be possible
to use a variable measuring cumulative professional activity
to predict reward.

In addition, if considerations of teach

ing load influence reward decisions, then teaching load
variables should also be relevant predictors of reward,
The following ten hypotheses will be tested in the
study:
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1.

Faculty who engage in one form of professional
activity should tend to be active in other kinds
of professional activity.

2.

Measures of professional activity should be
interrelated in a positive linear fashion such
that increases in one form of professional
activity are associated with increases in
other kinds of professional activity.

3.

Faculty who receive financial support for
proposals submitted during their first year
of proposal writing activity should tend to
continue submitting proposals and those who
do not receive financial support should tend
to discontinue submitting proposals.

4.

Measures of salary increase should be negatively
related to the number of years in rank of hire
and positively related to total number of
promotions.

5.

The awarding of sabbatical leaves should be
positively related to measures of salary
increase and negatively related to the number
of years spent in rank of hire.

6.

Professional activity should increase with
academic rank.

7.

Teaching activity should decrease as faculty
advance through the ranks.
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8.

Professionally active and Inactive faculty
within each academic rank should be equally
involved in teaching activity.

9.

Professionally active faculty should tend to
be more highly rewarded than professionally
Inactive faculty.

10.

Faculty reward should Increase relative to
increases in professional activity.
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METHOD
S ample -P opulat ion
Since the study is an historical analysis of university
full-time teaching personnel, faculty members at the
university were selected for inclusion in the population
studied if they had been hired to begin faculty duties in
the first full semester (fall semester) of the academic
year 1966-67.

Secondly, they must have remained a part of

the full-time teaching staff through academic year 1973-7^.
The date of employment and length of service criteria were
used to insure that the faculty members in the population
selected had encountered nearly similar working conditions
and reward practices during their employment at the univer
sity.

Further, only faculty in direct instructional units

(i.e., academic departments) were included in the popula
tion.

With the exception of a sabbatical leave, or up

to one year's leave of absence without pay, population
members had been actively involved in on-campus university
service over the eight academic years studied.
Based on the criteria specified above, the following
university personnel were excluded from the populations
part-time faculty, graduate teaching assistants, non
teaching library staff with academic rank, non-instructional
teaching staff, college deans, and department chairmen.
Ur2
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Data for the study were collected for AY 196 6 -6 7
through 1973-7^-

This eight-year target period was selected

for two reasons.

First, the initial employment date for

the population members was to be held constant.

Therefore,

to insure a sufficient population size, only academic years
in which at least 50 full-time faculty members had been
hired were considered in selecting an initial year to begin
data collection.

Secondly, a broad data base was needed to

compute average measures of reward and teaching activity.
It was also necessary to select a period sufficiently long
enough for newly hired faculty members to develop in their
careers and to become involved in research and other pro
fessional activity.

The eight-year period beginning in

AY 1 9 6 6 -6 7 and continuing through 1973-7^ was selected,
since it offered the optimum trade-off between population
size and breadth of data base.

With the assistance of the

Office of Institutional Research, a population of 60 faculty
members who fulfilled the selection criteria was accepted
for the study.
It should be noted that the faculty selected represent
a population of successful university faculty, i.e., each
population member met or exceeded university performance
standards during the eight-year study period.

Faculty hired

in AY 1 9 6 6 -6 7 were not included in the population if they
were subsequently dismissed for cause, did not receive tenure,
or resigned before the beginning of AY 1973-7^.
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Procedure
'The study was designed to allow statistical analysis
of relationships between faculty activities and rewards at
the university.

To achieve this, several variables con

cerning faculty reward, total research activity, and average
teaching activity during the eight-year study period, were
constructed from the data which were compiled.

These

variables, along with a definition of each, are listed
below under their appropriate reward, research activity, or
teaching activity classifications.
Ia.

Aeward Variables*
1.

Aank

Total Number of Faculty Promotions (TNP).
The total number of promotions was computed
for each faculty member by summating the
individual's promotions in rank from AY 1966-67
through 1973-74.

Additionally, faculty

promotions received in 1974-75 were included
in this measure to reflect favorable promotion
decisions made in 1973-74 but not effective until
the following year.

Initial faculty rank in

AY 1966-67, awarded by the university when
the faculty member was hired, is not included
in the total number of promotions in rank.
As a result, individual score values ranged
from 0 to a maximum of 3 promotions in rank.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

45
Faculty promotion data used to obtain this
variable were drawn from Personnel Informa
tion Sheets kept in the university's Fayroll
Office.
2.

Number of Years in Rank of Hire (YRH)
This variable is a count of the number of
years each faculty member who began univer
sity service in AY 1 9 6 6 -6 7 remained in that
rank before receiving a promotion.

Individ

uals who retained their rank of hire through
AY 1973-74 were assigned a maximum value of
eight years in rank.

Faculty promotion

data used to construct this variable were
drawn from Personnel Information Sheets kept
in the university’s Payroll Office.
3.

Initial Rank— at time of hire (IB)
The variable, initial rank, indicates each
faculty member’s rank when appointed for
AY 1966-67.

This information was obtained

from the Fersonnel Data Sheets kept in the
Payroll Office.
4.

Final P.ank— at end of study period (FR)
This variable indicates the faculty member’s
rank in AY 1973-74, the final year for which
data were collected for the study.

By AY

1973-74 all instructors in the study had
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received at least one promotion in rank.
As a result, this variable encompasses the
three ranks of:

assistant professor, asso

ciate professor, and full professor.

The

faculty member's final rank in AY 1973-7^
was obtained from the Fersonnel Data
Sheets kept in the Fayroll Office.
Ib.

Reward Variables:
1.

Salary Compensation

Initial Salary— at time of hire (IS)
The initial salary variable is based on the
salary received by the faculty member during
the first year of service at the university
in AY 1966-67.

All faculty members in the

study received, salaries based on an academic
year appointment.

Faculty salary informa

tion in AY 1 9 6 6 -6 7 was obtained from the
university's Office of Institutional Research.
2.

Final Salary— at end of study period (FS)
This variable is based on the salary received
by each population member in AY 1973-7^-

It

is based on an academic year pay schedule.
Final salary information was obtained from
the Office of Institutional Research.
3.

Cumulative Salary Increment (CSI)
The cumulative salary increment was obtained
for each faculty member by determining the
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difference between the individual's final
salary in AY 1973-724. and their initial salary
in AY 1966-67.

The resulting value equals

the dollar amount of all salary increases
received by the faculty member during the
data collection period.

The cumulative

salary increase can represent the sum of a
maximum of seven possible salary increases
which may have been awarded at the beginning
of AY 1967-68 through 1973-7^.

The faculty

salary information used to compute this
variable was obtained from the Office of
Institutional Research.
4 . Average Yearly Salary Increment (ASI)
iiach faculty member's average salary
increment per year was computed from a
maximum of seven academic year salary
increases.

These seven increases were

awarded at the beginning of AY 1967-68
through 1973-7^.

The average salary

increment equals the cumulative sum of
the individual's yearly dollar increases,
divided by the number of years a pay
increase was received, up to the maximum
of seven increases.

In a few cases,

full-time faculty members had taken a
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semester’s leave of absence without pay.
During these periods, when the faculty
member did not receive full-time compen
sation, the average salary increase was
based on the difference between the
academic year salary received before and
after the year in question.

Sabbatical

leaves did not affect the salary Increase
measures, since faculty salary during
sabbatical leaves of absence was based
on the portion of salary received by the
faculty member plus the portion retained
by the department.

Faculty salary informa

tion used to compute this variable was
obtained from the university's Office of
Institutional Hesearch.
5.

Cumulative Salary. Percentage Increment (CPI)
The faculty member's cumulative salary,
percentage increase equals the percent
increase in pay the individual received
from AY 1966-67 through 1973-7^.

Dike the

cumulative salary increase discussed above,
the cumulative percentage Increase is based
on the sum of a maximum of seven salary
increases.

These increases may have been

received at the beginning of AY 1967-68
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through 1973-7^.

Salary data were obtained

from the Office of Institutional Research.
6.

Average Yearly Salary. Percentage Increment (API)
This salary increase variable is based
on the faculty member's average yearly
percentage pay increase in academic year
salary.

It was obtained by summing the

yearly salary percentage increases and
dividing by the number of pay increases.
Computation of the average pay increment
per year included a maximum of seven yearly
increases which may have been awarded at
the beginning of AY 1966-67 through
1973“7^.

Tears in which a faculty member

had taken a leave of absence without pay
were not included in the computation of
this variable.

During these periods,

when the faculty member did not receive
full-time compensation, the average
salary increase was based on the differ
ence between the academic year salary
received before and after the year in
question.

During sabbatical leaves,

each faculty member received a portion of
their regular salary with the remaining
portion kept by the department to cover
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the cost incurred by the absenteeism.
Faculty salary during sabbatical leaves
of absence was based on the portion of
salary received by the faculty member and
the portion retained by the department.
Faculty salary Information used to compute
this variable was obtained from the univer
sity's Office of Institutional Research.
Ic.

fieward Variables:
1.

Sabbatical Leave

Sabbatical Leave Activity (SLA)
The university specifies that a sabbatical
leave may not be awarded to the same person
more than once every seven years.

As a

result, it is not possible for any faculty
member involved in this study to have
received more than one leave during the
eight-year study period.

Therefore,

this variable is a dichotomous measure
indicating whether the faculty member was,
or was not, the recipient of a sabbatical
leave.

Although some faculty members

submitted sabbatical leave proposals which
were not accepted, this information was
not available for study.

In any event,

the number of written sabbatical leave
proposals not accepted was small, since few
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requests are not honored by the time they
reach the final stages of university evalua
tion.

Sabbatical leaves were obtained from

reports on sabbatical leave activity in the
1966 through 1973 Faculty Senate Minutes.
II.

research Activity Variables:
1.

Faculty Publication Frequency (FFF)
Lach faculty member's publication frequency
represents a tally of the individual's
published or professionally recognized
artistic, creative, and scientific achieve
ments covering the period 1966-67 through
1973-7^.

The tally includes only that

material supplied by the faculty member
on request and listed in the annual hand
book, Faculty Publications (1966-67 through
1973-7^).

I’his is a yearly listing of

faculty publications compiled by the
university's Graduate College with the
support of the Vice-President for Academic
Affairs.

According to the criteria estab

lished by The Graduate College, these
listings Include:

books, bulletins, and

monographs; exhibits; films and filmstrips;
musical compositions; periodicals; phonograph
records; reviews; and tapes.

Listings do not

Reproduced with permission o f the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

52
include:

unpublished materials, microfilmed

doctoral dissertations or their abstracts,
papers read at meetings, and university
publications unless such publications have
national dissemination.
2.

Faculty Research Fund/Fellowship Grant
Proposals Submitted— Internal Support (PSI)
The university, like many other schools,
maintains an internal fund to provide money
for the purposes of encouraging and support
ing faculty research activities.

With the

assistance of records from the university's
Office of Research Services, the number of
research proposals submitted for such fund
ing was obtained for each population member.
The measure includes all proposals submitted
in 1966 through 1973.
3 . Faculty Hesearch Fund/Fellowship Grant
Proposals Accepted— Internal Support (PAI)
This measure is based on the faculty member's
total number of research proposals submitted
to the university and subsequently internally
funded by it.

The variable includes proposals

submitted in 1966 through 1973. Hesearch
proposals submitted to the university are
reviewed and evaluated by a screening committee
before funding decisions are made.

In this way,
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the measure represents not only research
activity per se, but also, to some extent,
quality judgments about the presumed ability
of the investigators.

The variable is a

measure of professional activity, in that,
funded proposals presumably lead to research
or other scholarly activities as specified in
the proposals.

It is not classified as a

reward variable, since the university does
not use research funding as a direct form of
reward for meritorious service.

The data

were obtained from the Office of Research
Services.

b.

Research Proposals Submitted— External
Support (PSE J
This measure represents the total number
of research proposals each population
member submitted for external funding.
These research proposals are submitted to
governmental agencies and private founda
tions, among others, for faculty research
support.

The measure is based on both

funded and unfunded faculty proposals
submitted in 1966 through 1973*

The

external proposal information was obtained

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

5^
with the assistance of the Office of
Research Services.
5.

Research Proposals Accepted--External
Support (PAE)
The measure of such proposals accepted
indicates each faculty member’s success at
receiving external research funding.

The

measure is based on the individual’s total
number of research proposals which were
submitted in 1966 through 1973 and were
eventually funded by external sources.
Similar to the measure of internal proposals
accepted, external proposals accepted
indicate both research activity and,
indirectly, presumed research ability.
The number of external proposals accepted
for each faculty member was obtained from
the Office of Research Services.
6.

Equated Research Load (ERL)
The equated research load is based on
departmental reports of faculty research
and other scholarly activity.

This informa

tion had been collected for fall semesters
only.

Research load was reported on the basis

of credit hour equivalents, wherein one credit
hour of reported research activity equalled
three clock hours of released or assigned
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time for such activity.

The reported

research loads for fall semesters 1971,
1972, and 1973 (the only semesters for
which this information was available)
were combined into one total value for
each faculty member in the population.
The research load information was obtained
from the Office of Institutional fiesearch
and was part of a more comprehensive
report submitted to the State.
7.

Graduate Dissertation. Specialist, and
Thesis Committees Chaired (GCC)
The chairing of graduate committees is
time consuming but is considered an asset
to the scholarly reputation of the faculty
member.

Sometimes, the dissertation,

specialist project, or thesis is a testing
ground for the chairman's pet theory.

For

these reasons, chairing graduate committees
is believed to be a valuable faculty activity.
The measure of such activity is based on the
total number of committees chaired for which
students successfully completed degree re
quirements, in 1966 through 1973*
measure is computed for each faculty member
in the population and includes*

Doctorate,

Specialist, and Masters level committees.
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This information was obtained from records
kept in the university1s Graduate College.
Ilia.

Teaching Activity Variables:
1.

Scheduled and Arranged

Average Number of Classes/Scheduled and
Arranged (CSA)
The average number of both scheduled and
arranged classes per academic year was
computed for each population member using
university work load data for AY 1966-6?
through 1973-7^.

This measure is based

on fall and winter semesters, on-campus
classes only.

These classes include:

lectures, labs, discussions, seminars,
independent studies, and supervised studies.
The measure was obtained by totaling the
number of classes and sections each individ
ual taught during the eight-year data
collection period.

The total number of

classes was then divided by the number of
years classes were taught during the eightyear period.

If a faculty member was on

a sabbatical leave or a leave of absence
during the data-collection period, the
semesters of absenteeism were subtracted
from the denominator used to compute the
average number of classes.

Multiple

sections of the same class were recorded
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as individual instructional units in the
university's work load records.

Therefore,

they are treated as discrete instructional
units in this measure.

Labs which were

required counterparts of certain lecture
classes were counted as separate instruc
tional units.

This was done, since these

labs were not scheduled during regular class
periods and required additional preparation
time.

Also, students received credit and

a grade for their labwork.

Faculty work

load information used in computing this
variable was obtained from records in the
Office of Institutional Research.
2.

Average Number of Class Preparations /Scheduled
and Arranged (PSA)'
Another indication of faculty teaching
activity is the number of different classes
for which a teacher must prepare in fall and
winter semesters.

It is assumed, for example,

that a teacher who prepares for three different
classes is doing more than a colleague who
makes one preparation for three sections of
the same class.

The average number of

preparations per year is computed on the
basis of class preparations, not the number
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of classes.

The average number of scheduled

and arranged class preparations was obtained,
for each population member, by totaling the
teacher's preparations per semester for
AY 1966-67 through 1973-7^•

This sum was

then divided by the number of years classes
were taught during the data-collection
period,

tfhen necessary, the number of semesters

of leave were subtracted from the denominator
in the computation of this measure.

The measure

is based on preparations for on-campus, fall
and winter semester lectures, labs, discussions,
seminars, independent studies, and supervised
studies.

Lectures and required labs were

counted as separate instructional units, since
each required preparation time and students
received separate grades and credit.

The

class preparation data were obtained from
faculty work load records kept in the
Office of Institutional Research.
3,

Average Credit Hours/Scheduled and
Arranged ( H S A j ’
A third type of work load Information kept
by the university is the number of credit
hours each faculty member teaches.

Using

this data, the average number of scheduled
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and arranged

credit hoursper year was

computed for

each population member.

This average

was obtained by summing

credit hours

per year for AY 1966-67 through

the

1973-7^ and dividing by the number of years
classes were taught during this period.
Semesters during which the faculty member
was on leave were subtracted from the
denominator used to compute the average
credit hours.

Scheduled and arranged

lectures, labs, discussions, seminars, and
independent supervised studies were used to
determine credit hour totals if they were
taught on-campus during the fall and winter
semesters.

As in the preceding two variables,

lectures and required labs were treated as
discrete instructional units.

The data were

obtained from work load records kept in the
Office of Institutional Aesearch.
A.

Average Student Credit flours/Scheduled
and Arranged (SSA)
A final source of teaching work load informa
tion kept by the Office of Institutional
fiesearch is student credit hour data.
Student credit hours are determined on a
semester basis by multiplying the credit
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hours for a course "by the number of stu
dents enrolled in the class or section.
The sum of the products for all scheduled
and arranged classes indicates the teacher’s
load in student credit hours.

This measure

of average student credit hours was computed
by dividing each teacher’s total student
credit hours for AY 1966-67 through 1973-7^
by the number of years classes were taught
during the eight-year data collection
period.

Semesters during which the faculty

member was on leave were subtracted from
the divisor.

The measure includes on-

campus fall and winter scheduled and
arranged:

lectures, labs, discussions,

seminars, independent studies, and super
vised studies.

As before, lectures and

required labs were treated as discrete
instructional units.
IIIb.

Teaching Activity Variables:
1.

Scheduled

Average Number of Classes/Scheduled (CS)
This variable is identical to Average
Number of Classes/Scheduled and Arranged
(CSA) with the exception of the type of
classes included in its computation.
While CSA includes both scheduled and

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

6l

arranged classes, the Average Number of
Classes/Scheduled (CS) is based on sched
uled classes only.
include:
2.

Scheduled classes

lectures, labs, and discussions.

Average Number of Class Preparations/
Scheduled (PS)
This variable is identical to Average
Number of Class Preparations/Scheduled
and Arranged (PSA) with the exception of
the type of class preparations included
in its computation.

While PSA. includes

both scheduled and arranged class prepa
rations, the Average Number of Class
Preparations/Scheduled (PS) is based on
scheduled class preparation only.
uled class preparations include:

Sched
lectures,

labs, and discussions.
3-

Average Credit Hours/Scheduled (HS)
This variable is identical to Average
Credit Hours/Scheduled and Arranged (HSA.)
with the exception of the type of class
credit hours included in its computation.
While HSA includes both scheduled and
arranged class credit hours, the Average
Credit Hours/Scheduled (CS) is based on
scheduled class credit hours only.
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Scheduled class credit hours are asso
ciated with lectures, labs, and discussions.

k.

Average Student Credit Hours/Scheduled (SS)
This variable is identical to Average
Student Credit Hours/Scheduled and Arranged
(SSA) with the exception of the type of
student credit hours included in its compu
tation.

While SSA includes both scheduled

and arranged student credit hours, the
Average Student Credit Hours/Scheduled
(SS) is based on scheduled student credit
hours only.

Scheduled student credit

hours are associated with lectures, labs,
and discussions.
In addition to the variables listed above, two other
measures were based on faculty characteristics.

They are:

1.

Sex

2.

College Affiliation— during university
service from AY 19^6-67 through 1973-7^
(While some of the faculty members shifted
between departments during the study
period, no transfers occurred between
colleges during this time.)

Where appropriate, frequencies, percentages, means,
standard deviations, or ranges were used to describe the
variables studied.

Chi-square, correlation, or multiple-

regression techniques were used to test the various hypoth
eses.

In many cases, when the number of observations

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

63
permitted, the analysis of variables was controlled for
academic rank of hire, college affiliation, and sex.
All significant chi-square values and correlation
coefficients were reported for the .01 or .0 5 level of
statistical probability.

While population parameters are

usually accepted as true differences and not tested for
significance, justification for testing the significance
of the obtained statistics is based on two assumptions:
First, it is assumed that the results may be applied to
other similarly selected faculty populations at the univer
sity.

Secondly, it is assumed that the relationships reflect

activity/reward trends common to the university at large.
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RESULTS

The results are reported in four sections.
sections appear in the following order:

These

(1) Relationships

Between Faculty Professional Research Activities, (2)
Relationships Between Faculty Rewards, (3) Relationships
Between Professional Activities and Teaching Load, and
(4) Relationships Between Faculty Activities and Rewards.
Within each section, the results are reported for the
total number of faculty studied and, whenever the number
of faculty permitted, for breakdowns by sex and college.
Table 1 presents the population distribution by
college and sex.

Of the 60 faculty members studied, a

large proportion (56.7$) taught in the College of Arts and
Sciences.

The remaining faculty were distributed through

the Colleges of Applied Sciences (3-3%), Business (3*3$)»
General Studies (5-0%) » Education (13-3$). and Fine Arts
(18.3%)•

Due to the large number of faculty representing

the College of Arts and Sciences, as opposed to the small
numbers in the remaining five colleges, the college break
down was based on a single discrimination between faculty
representing the College of Arts and Sciences and those in
other colleges.

As a result, comparisons by college are

based on 34 (56.7$) faculty from the College of Arts and
Sciences and 26 (43.3$) faculty from other colleges.
64
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Table 1
Number of Faculty by College and Sex

Male

Female

Percent of
Total

Applied Sciences

2

-

3-3£

Business

2

-

3-3

General Studies

2

1

5.0

Education

5

3

13.3

Fine Arts

8

1

18.5

19

7

^3.3

2£

i

56.7

48

12

Sub Total
Arts and Sciences
Grand Total
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Although the faculty members selected for the study
were predominantly male, whenever possible, results based
on a breakdown by sex are reported.

Table 1 indicates that

48 (80. 0£) of the faculty studied were male; the remaining
12 (20.0£) faculty members were female.
Relationships Between Faculty Professional
Research Activities
Table 2 presents the range for each of the seven
faculty professional activity variables studied over the
eight-year study period.

These variables include a measure

of publication activity, four measures of research proposal
activity, and a measure of equated research load and the
chairing of graduate committees.

Additional descriptive

information for the seven variables is presented in Table 3 .
This table.shows that, of the seven variables, the largest
number of faculty were engaged in publishing activity.
Analysis of the Faculty Pulication Frequency indicates that
37 (6l,7^) of the 60 population members reported at least
1 published or professionally recognized research or creative
project from 1966 through 1973*

The median number of

activities, for the 37 faculty members, was three.

The

median was used in this case, since it was a more accurate
representation of central tendency than was the mean.

This

was due to the effects of a few extremely prolific population
members having high publication frequencies which dispro
portionately influenced the mean value.
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Table 2
Activity Range Per Faculty Member for
Professional Activity Variables
(N=60)

Professional Activity

Range

Faculty Publication Frequency

0-182

Faculty Research Fund/Fellowship
Grant Proposals Submitted—
Internal Support

0-8

Faculty Research Fund/Fellowship
Grant Proposals Accepted—
Internal Support

0-6

Research Proposals Submitted—
External Support

0-11

Research Proposals Accepted—
External Support

0-6

Research Load (Credit hour
equivalents)

0-19

Graduate Dissertation, Specialist,
and Thesis Committees Chaired

0-10
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Table 3
Faculty Activity Levels for Each Professional
Activity Variable (N=60)

Faculty
Professional Activity
Variable

Number Percent
of
of
Faculty Total

Cumulative
Amount
of Activity
mean

median

10.6

3.0

38.3

2.2

1.6

19

31.7

1.7

1-3

Research Proposals
Submitted— External
Support

18

30.0

3.2

2.3

Research Proposals
A ccept ed— Ext e m a l
Support

12

20.0

2.2

1.4

Equated Research Load

32

53-3

9.9

11.0

Graduate Dissertation,
Specialist, and Thesis
Committees Chaired

13

21.7

2.8

2.6

Faculty Publication
Frequency

37

61.7%

Faculty Research Fund/
Fellowship Grant Proposals
Submitted— Internal Support

23

Faculty Research Fund/
Fellowship Grant Proposals
Accepted— Internal Support
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The data for a second variable, Equated Hesearch Load,
indicated that over half of the faculty members were reported
as having undertaken some form of research, creative, or
scholarly activity during the study period for which they
had received released or assigned time.

The results show

that 32 faculty members were recorded as having engaged in
these efforts by their department chairmen.

For the fall

1971, 1972, and 1973 semesters, the mean cumulative research
load in credit hour equivalents was 9.9 for these persons.
Considerably fewer faculty members participated in
research proposal writing activity and graduate committee
chairing activity.

From 1966 through 1973* 23 out of the

60 faculty studied (38.3$) submitted research proposals for
internal funding having an average submission rate of
slightly over 2 proposals per individual.

Of these 23

faculty members, 19 (81,6$ of those faculty members sub
mitting requests) were successful in receiving university
research funding.

The average success rate for these 19

faculty members was 1.7 proposals accepted per individual.
Eighteen (30.0$) of the 60 faculty members submitted an
average of 3.2 external research proposals.

Twelve (66.7$

of the 18 who submitted requests) received funding.

These

12 had an average success rate of 2.2 externally funded
proposals.

The proposal activity data indicates that fewer

individuals (18) were engaged in external proposal activity
than were engaged in internal activity (23).

However, the
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average number of external research proposals submitted per
faculty member (3*2) was larger than the average number of
internal proposals submitted (2.2).

Thus, those submitting

external proposals submitted one more proposal per person than
were submitted internally.

A similar inverse relationship

was found between the measures of funded internal and external
research proposals.

In this case, 12 individuals averaged

2.2 funded, external research proposals, as opposed to 19
Individuals who averaged only 1.7 Internally funded proposals.
Many of the 60 faculty members had not chaired a
graduate committee during the eight-year study period.

In

fact, only 13 (21.7^) had chaired at least one doctoral
dissertation, specialist project, or masters thesis committee
from 19^6 through 1973*

These 13 faculty members served as

chairman on an average of 2.8 graduate committees.
Table b presents a breakdown of faculty professional
activity between the College of Arts and Sciences and the
combined Colleges of Applied Sciences, Business, Education,
Fine Arts, and General Studies.

For the seven professional

activity variables listed in Table 4, a proportionately
greater number of Arts and Sciences faculty, as opposed to
faculty from the other combined colleges, were involved in
the professional activities.

However, in only two cases

(Research Proposals Submitted— External Support, and Research
Proposals Accepted— External Support), were the average
professional activity rates for all other college groups
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Table 4
Faculty Activity Rates for Each Professional Activity
Variable by College Affiliation Category

Arts and Sciences
(N=34)
Professional Activity
Variable

Cumulative
Number of

Combined Colleges
(N=26)

Activity
Rate

Cumulative
Number of
Faculty

Aotlvlty
Rate

n

(n^N)

mean

median

n

(n^N) mean

median

Faculty Publication
Frequency

27

79.'#

5.4

3.0

10

38.5# 24.5

^.5

Faculty Research Fund/
Fellowship Grant Proposals
Submitted— Internal Support

17

50.0

2.2

1.5

6

23.1

2.2

2.5

Faculty Research Fund/
Fellowship Grant Proposals
Accepted— Internal Support

15

44. i

1.5

1.1

4

15.4

2.5

2.5

Researoh Proposals
Submitted— External Support

14

41.2

3.6

2.5

4

15.4

2.0

2.0

•>o
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Table 4 (continued)
Faculty Activity Rates for Each Professional Activity
Variable by College Affiliation Category

Arts and Sciences
(N=34)
Professional Activity
Variable

Cumulative
Number of
Faculty

Combined Colleges
(N=*26)

Activity
Rate

mean

3

11.5

1.3

1.2

8.5

12

46.2

10.2

13.0

2.2

3

11.5

3.0

1.2

mean

9

26.5

2.6

1.4

Equated Research Load

20

58.8

9.6

Graduate Dissertation#
Specialist, and Thesis
Committees Chaired

10

29.4

2.5

Research Proposals
Accepted— External support

Activity
Rate

%
(n/N)

%
(n/N)

n

Cumulative
Number of
Faculty

median

n

median

-o
to
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less than the activity rates for faculty in the College of
Arts and Sciences.

In the College of Arts and Sciences, 14

faculty members wrote and submitted at least one external
proposal from 1966 through 1973-

On the average, these 14

individuals submitted 3*6 such proposals per person.

Nine

members of the Arts and Sciences subgroup received external
financial support.

On the average, these nine individuals

received 2.6 externally funded proposals per person.

In

comparison, in the combined colleges subgroup, four faculty
members wrote and submitted an average of 2.0 external
proposals per person.

Three members of the combined colleges

subgroup received external financial support for an average
of 1.3 external proposals per person.
The combined colleges faculty equaled or exceeded the
activity rates of the Arts and Sciences faculty in the
remaining five professional activity variables.

For example,

the median faculty publication frequency for publishers in
the combined colleges group was ^.5-

This compared to a

median publication frequency of 3*0 for the Arts and
Sciences publishers.

Faculty in both college affiliation

subgroups submitted an equal number of research proposals
for Internal funding (2.2).

Of those faculty members who

received internal research funding, the combined colleges
subgroup had an average success rate of 2.5 funded internal
proposals, compared to the Arts and Sciences subgroup which
had an average success rate of 1.5*

Combined colleges
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faculty for whom research activity was reported averaged
10.2 equated credit hours of research during the fall
semesters 1971. 1972, and 1973*

In comparison, faculty in

the College of Arts and Sciences had an average equated
research load of 9*6 hours.

Graduate committee chairing

activity was nearly equal "between the two college groups.
The combined colleges faculty who chaired graduate committees
averaged 3*0 such committees; Arts and Sciences faculty
averaged 2.5 such committees.
The seven professional activity variables are presented
in a breakdown by sex in Table 5*

Twelve members (20.0%)

of the study population were female.

Four female faculty

members reported publishing activity.

Three members of

the female subgroup submitted external research proposals.
Only two female faculty members engaged in any of the
remaining five professional activities.

Due to the small

number of female faculty studied, reliable comparisons
between male/female professional activity trends are
difficult to make.

In general, it appears that on an

individual basis, female members of the faculty seem to
be slightly less involved in professional activity than
their male counterparts.
Phi coefficients (Wert, Neidt, & Ahmann, 1954) were
used to determine if a faculty member who had engaged in one
of the seven professional activities was also likely to have
been involved in each of the other six activities.

For this
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Table 5
Faculty Activity Rates for Each Professional Activity
Variable by Sex

Male (N=48)
Professional Activity
Variable

Cumulative
Number of
n

(n/N)

Faculty Publication
Frequency

33

68.8$

Faculty Research Fund/
Fellowship Grant Proposals
Submitted— Internal Support

21

Faculty Research Fund/
Fellowship Grant Proposals
Accepted— Internal Support
Research Proposals
Submitted— External Support

Female (N=12)

Activity
Rate
mean

median

Cumulative
Number of
n

%
(n/N)

Activity
Rate
mean

median

11.6

3.0

k

33*3#

2.2

1.5

^3*8

2.2

1.6

2

16.7

2.0

2.0

17

35.^

1.6

1.3

2

16.7

2.0

2.0

15

31.2

3.5

2.b

3

25.0

2.0

2.0

(continued)

-o
Ux

Faculty Activity Rates for Each Professional Activity
Variable by Sex

Male (N=^8)
Professional Activity
Variable

Cumulative
Number of
Faculty

Female (N= 12)

Activity
Rate

%
(n/N)

mean

Research Proposals
Accepted— External Support

10

20.8

2.5

1.5

Equated Research Load

30

62.5

9.9

Graduate Dissertation,
Specialist, and Thesis
Committees Chaired

11

22.9

3-2

n

Activity
Rate

(n^N)

mean

2

16.V

•
o

n

Cumulative
Number of
Faculty

H
•
o
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Table 5 (continued.)

11.0

2

l6.?

9.5

9.5

2.9

2

16.7

1.0

1.0

median

median

-o

o\
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analysis each of the seven professional activity variables
were divided into two sets of observations.

One set

represented faculty who had engaged in the particular
professional activity being considered.

The second set

contained those faculty members who had not engaged in the
activity.

Table 6 presents the results.

Twenty out of the

21 possible pair-wise comparisons between the seven pro
fessional activity variables were significant.

Four

coefficients were significant at a probability level for
a one-tailed test of .05.

The other 16 coefficients were

significant at the .01 probability level,

since a written

research proposal is antecedent to receiving research fund
ing, the relationships between PSI-PAI and FSB-PA2 were
artifactual and, as a result, the phi coefficients were
expected to be high.

The phi coefficient computed for

Equated Sesearch Load and Hesearch Proposals Accepted—
External Support was not significant at any acceptable
level.

These results indicate that the tendency to engage

in each of the seven professional activities measured is
positively related.
To analyze the relationship between the amount of
activity carried on in each pair of professional activity
measures, Spearman rank-order correlation coefficients
(Siegel, 1956) were computed for all 21 pair-wise combi
nations of the seven professional activity variables.
Faculty were included in the computation of each rho
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Table 6
Phi Coefficlents* Between Seven Professional Activity Variables

Professional Activity Variable

GCC

ERL

PAE

PSE

PA I

.574** .600**

Faculty Publication Frequency (FPF)

.256*

.433** .330*

Faculty Research Fund/Fellowship Grant
Proposals Submitted--Internal Support (PSI)

.261*

.4-98** .388** .572** .579**

Faculty Research Fund/Fellowship Grant
Proposals Accepted— Internal Support (PAI)

.255*

.318** .436** .605**

Research Proposals Submitted— External
Support (PSE)

.417** .380** .921**

Research Proposals Accepted— External
Support (PAE)

.372** .173

Equated Research Load (ERL)

.261*

Graduate Dissertation, Specialist, and
Thesis Committees Chaired (GCC)

PS I

-

-

-

-

-

*p<05
**p<.01
iThe phi coefficient Is an underestimate of the coefficient of correlation. Each of the
above phi coefficients have been adjusted to estimate the coefficient of correlation
using a conversion table in Wert, Neldt, & Ahmann (195*0 «
^0
OO
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coefficient only if they had engaged in both of the profes
sional activities being compared.

Two positive correlations

were obtained (Table 7) which were significant at the .05
level of probability for a one-tailed test and one positive
correlation was significant at the .01 level of probability.
These three significant correlations were obtained for the
following pairs of professional activity variables:
1.

Faculty Publication Frequency and Faculty
Research Fund/Fellowship Grant Proposals
Accepted— Internal Support (p<.05)

2.

Faculty Research Fund/Fellowship Grant Proposals
Submitted— Internal Support and Faculty Research
Fund/Fellowship Grant Proposals AcceptedInternal Support (p<. 01)

3*

Research Proposals Submitted— External Support
and Research Proposals Accepted— External
Support (p<.05)

The significant positive correlations between the variable
pairs, PSI-PAI and PSE-PAE, are artifactual since the
number of both internally and externally funded research
proposals is dependent on the quality and the respective
number of research proposals submitted for internal and
external financial support.
The above results suggest that there is little, if any,
positive linear relationship between the professional
activity variables.

As pointed out, two of the three

significant positive correlations obtained in the analysis
were artifactual.

In addition, a significant negative

correlation (p<.0l) was obtained between Graduate Committees

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Table 7
Spearman Rank-Order Coefficients1 Between Seven Professional Activity Variables

Professional Activity Variable
Faculty Publication Frequency (FPF)
Faculty Research Fund/Fellowship Grant
Proposals Submitted--Internal Support
(PSI)
Faculty Research Fund/Fellowship Grant
Proposals Accepted— Internal Support
(PAI)
Research Proposals Submitted*— External
Support (PSE)
Research Proposals Accepted--External
Support (PAE)
Equated Research Load (ERL)

GCC

ERL

PAE

PSE

.358
nslO

.276
n=24

-.200
n=ll

-.781*
rt=7

.306
nsl7

.426
Yks6

.067
n=13

.673
n=7

.194
n= 13

.718*
n=12

.530
n=5

.329
n=8

-

-.232
n= 9

PA I

PS1

-.016
n=*l4

.426*
n=l7

.175
n=20

-.086
rt=8

-.053
n=12

.619**
n=sl9

-.025
n=7

-.150
n=ll

-

—

m

Graduate Dissertation, Specialist, and
Thesis Committees Chaired (GCC)
*p<.05
**p<.01
!The computation of rank-order coefficients is based only on faculty who were active in
both professional activities being compared.

00

o
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Chaired and Faculty Research Fund/Fellowship Grant Proposals
Submitted— Internal Support.

In all, 18 of the 21 pair-wise

comparisons failed to produce significant positive results.
The final analysis in this section concerns internal
and external research proposal activity.

Faculty data

concerning research proposal writing activity was tested to
determine if successful attempts to receive research funding
during the first year of research proposal activity rein
forced continued proposal activity and, conversely, if
unsuccessful funding attempts suppressed proposal activity.
Successful faculty proposal writers were defined as those
who had received research funding for at least one written
research proposal submitted during their first year of
proposal activity.

Unsuccessful faculty proposal writers

were those individuals who had not received funding for
written proposals submitted during their first year’s
proposal activity.

Both Internal proposal activity and

external proposal activity were analyzed.
The Fisher-iates method (Siegel, 1956) was used to
test the significance of the difference between the pro
portion of observations from the successful and unsuccessful
faculty groups falling into these two classifications.
Table 8 shows the number of Individuals representing each
of the four possible outcomes tested; i.e., successful/
continued submitting proposals; successful/did not continue
submitting proposals; unsuccessful/continued submitting
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Table 8
Distribution of Faculty by Outcome of Proposal
Writing Activity for Both Internal and
External Proposal Activity

Outcome for
First Year
of
Proposal
Activity

Subsequent
Proposal
Activity

Internal
Propo sal
Activity

External
Proposal
Activity

Number Percent Number Percent
of
of
of
of
Faculty Total
Faculty Total

Successful

Propo sal
activity
continued

7

46.7

6

40.0

Successful

Proposal
activity
discontinued

4

26.7

3

20.0

Unsuccessful

Proposal
activity
continued

2

13-3

4

26.7

Unsuccessful

Proposal
activity
discontinued

2

13-3

2

13.3

Total Number of Faculty

15

15
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proposals; and unsuccessful/did not continue submitting
proposals.

Table 8 includes the outcome distributions for

both internal and external research proposal activity.
Faculty were included in the analysis if they had engaged
in proposal activity by 1970.

This cut-off year gave each

individual at least three years to display subsequent
proposal activity.
Finney (19^8) developed a table of significance levels
for the Fisher-Yates test.

It is applicable when frequencies

are small and eliminates the computation of a Fisher-Yates
probability value.

According to Finney's table, the 2X2

frequency distributions for both groups of proposal writers
were not proportionately different at any reliable level of
significance.

This indicates that for the faculty studied,

initial success or failure to receive research funding, did
not impact upon the occurrence of subsequent internal or
external proposal activity.
Relationships between Faculty Rewards
The average salary for each academic rank in AY 1966-67
and AY 1973-7*1. is presented in Table 9 for the population.
Also presented is the standard deviation for each average
salary level and the percentage difference between each
average salary and the average salary at the next higher
academic rank.

Tables 10 and 11 present these statistics

controlled respectively for college affiliation (i.e., the
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Table 9
AY 1966-6? and AY 1973-7** Salary Levels In the Population
by Academic Rank (N=60)

Salary in AY 1966-67
Academic
Rank
n

mean
salary

standard
deviation

Salary in AY 1973 -7**

percent
Increase
with rank

n

mean
salary

standard
deviation

percent
Increase
with rank

**3.**#

11

$19,830

$**,05**

33.0#

Full
Professor

3

$16,330

$2,021

Associate
Professor

8

11,390

1,109

29.8

31

1**,910

1,668

1**.7

Assistant
Professor

29

8 ,77**

995

17.**

18

13,000

1,653

-

Instructor

20

7. **75

1,007

-

-

-

-

-

co
-p-
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Table 10

AY 1966-67 and AY 1973-74- Salary Levels In the Population
by Academic Rank and College Affiliation

Salary in AY 1966-67
Arts and Sciences (N=34-)
Academic
Rank
Full
Professor
Associate
Professor
Assistant
Professor
Instructor

n

mean
salary

2

$15,750

$2,74-5

6

11.4-30

18
8

Combined Colleges (N=s26)
n

mean
salary

37.8#

1

$17,500

n*

1.299

30.0

2

11,250

354

33.9

9.003

1,036

21.4-

11

8,4-00

834-

11.8

7,4-13

1,176

-

12

7.517

931

20,191

5,080

37.0

10

14-,74-1

2,64-2

9.2

12

13.4-97

1.615

standard
psr°ent
deviation wlth
increase
deviation
rank

standard ,p®r“er"L
of 4nn wlth
11101^60.80
deviation
r&nk
55.6#

-

Salary in AY 1973-74Full
Professor
Associate
Professor
A ssistant
Professor
Instructor

7

19.621

3,788

31.0

21

14-, 994-

1,006

2^.8

6

12,016

1.338

-

-

—

—

4-

mm

—

«■»

CD
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Table 11
AY 1966-67 and AY 1973-74 Salary Levels In the Population
by Academic Rank and Sex

Salary in AY 1966-67
Males (N=48)
Academic
Rank

n

mean
salary

standard
deviation

Females (N=12)
percent
increase
with rank

n

mean
salary

standard
deviation

percent
increase
with rank

43.3#

-

-

-

aw

1,109

30.4

-

-

-

-

8,743

1,089

16.0

7

8,871

673

7.5^3

1,083

5

7,270

800

Pull
Professor

3

$16,330

$2,021

Associate
Professor

8

11.390

Assistant
Professor

22

Instructor

15

-

22.0
-

Salary in AY 1973-74
Full
Professor

10

20,183

4,089

43.4

1

16,283

-

Associate
Professor

27

14,879

1,774

11.6

4

15.140

691

Assistant
Professor

11

13,327

2,015

7

12,500

693

-

-

-

Instructor

—

tm

-

-

-

-

7.5
21.1

00

ON

8?

Arts and Sciences and combined colleges subgroups) and
faculty sex.
The mean population salaries presented in Table 9
indicate that average salary rose with academic rank in
both AY 1966-67 and AY 1973-7^.

Due to small sample sizes,

descriptive statistics could not be calculated for every
academic rank in the breakdowns by college affiliation
(Table 10) and sex (Table 11).

For academic ranks in the

two breakdowns where means could be calculated, average
faculty salary also tended to increase with rank.

In both

AY 1966-67 and AY 1973-7^» full professors received a
larger average salary than associate professors, associates
received a larger average salary than assistant professors,
and instructors received the lowest average salary.
The remainder of this section concerns the analysis of
the following six faculty reward variables:
1.

Average Yearly Salary Increment (ASI)

2.

Cumulative Salary Increment (CSI)

3*

Average Yearly Salary, Percentage Increment (API)

k.

Cumulative Salary, Percentage Increment (CPI)

5.

Total Number of Faculty Promotions (TNP)

6.

Number of Years in Hank of Hire (YEH)

Initially, the analysis of reward measures focuses on the
interrelationships between the four measures of salary
increase (ASI, CSI, API, CPI).

Table 12 lists the mean

and standard deviation for each of these four variables in
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Table 12
Average and Standard Deviation for Salary Increase Variables In the Population
by Academic Rank of Hire (N=60)

Average Salary
Increment
(ASI)

Academic Rank
(AY 1966-67)
n

standard
mean devlatlon

Full Professor

3 $1 .253

Associate Prof

8

Cumulative Salary
Increment
(CSI)
_

_
ea

standard
deviation

$302

$8,768

$2,11^

9^2

9^

6,^89

Assistant Prof 29

883

185

20

892

266

Instructor

Average Salary Cumulative Salary
Percentage
Percentage
Increment
Increment
_____(API) .
_____ (CPI)
standard
standard
mea
deviation mean deviation
6.3#

0.7%

53.1#

6.9#

722

6.8

0.8

58.0

8.0

5.830

1,180

8.2

1.8

67.9

18.2

6,156

1.837

9.2

1.7

79.6

20.7

co
00

89

the faculty population controlled by academic rank in
AY 1966-67. The following two tables present similar
information for the college affiliation subgroups (Table
13) and the male/female subgroups (Table 14).
Table 12 indicates that faculty from the population
who began university service as full professors received
the largest yearly and cumulative dollar increase in salary
during the eight-year study period.

Their mean ASI was

$1*253 and mean CSI was $8,768. Full professors were
followed in size of these two dollar increase measures by
associate professors, whose mean ASI was $9^2 and mean CSI
was $ 6 ,^89.

Instructors with a mean AS I of $892 and a

mean CSI of $6,156 followed associates in size of both
increase measures.

Finally, assistant professors received

the lowest yearly and cumulative dollar Increase.

During

the study period, these individuals received a mean ASI of
$883 and a mean CSI of $5,830.
In the Arts and Sciences subgroup, dollar increase
measured by the average and cumulative salary increase
variables rose as initial rank Increased from instructor
to full professor (Table 13).

For example, instructors

received a mean ASI of $790 and a mean CSI of $5.^11;
assistant professors received a mean ASI of $878 and a
mean CSI of $5,880; associate professors received a mean
AS I of $915 and a mean CSI of $6,26^; and full professors
received a mean ASI of $1,15^ and a mean CSI of §8,078.
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Table 13
Average and Standard Deviation for Salary Increase Variables in the Population
by Academic Rank of Hire and College Affiliation

Arts and Sciences (N=34)
Average Salary
Increment
(ASI)

Academic Rank
(AY 1966-67)
n

mean

Cumulative Salary
Increment
(CSI)

standard
deviation

mean

standard
deviation

1352

#8,078

#2,464

6.0%

0.6%

50.7)6

7.7%

596

6.7

0.8

56.1

7.3

5,880

1,104

7-9

1.6

66.8

16.7

5.411

997

8.4

1.0

73.6

13.0

Full Professor

2 #1,154

Associate Prof

6

915

78

6,264

Assistant Prof 18

878

167

8

790

156

Instructor

Average Salary Cumulative Salary
Percentage
Percentage
Increment
Increment
(API)
standard
standard
mean deviation mean deviation

(CPI)

Combined Colleges (N= 26)
-

6.8

-

58.0

-

7.166

807

7.3

0.8

63.8

9.2

221

5.749

1.349

8.8

1.3

69.8

21.2

307

6,652

2,181

9.7

2.0

83-5

24.2

Full Professor

1

1.450

-

Associate Prof

2

1,024

115

Assistant Prof 11

891

Instructor

961

12

10,150

VO

o

Average and Standard Deviation for Salary Increase Variables in the Population
by Academic Rank of Hire and Sex

Male (N=48)
Average Salary
Increment
(ASI)

Academic Rank
(AY 1966-6?)
n

mean

standard
deviation

Cumulative Salary
Increment
(CSI)
mean

standard
deviation

$302

$8,768

$2,114

942

94

6,489

Assistant Prof 22

888

181

Instructor

947

278

Full Professor

3 $1 ,253

Associate Prof

8

15

Average Salary
Percentage
Increment
mean

standard
deviation

Cumulative Salary
Percentage
Increment
standard
mean deviation

6.3$

0.7%

53-1$

6.9%

722

6.8

0
•
CO
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Table 14

58.0

8.0

5.849

1.143

8.2

1.8

67.9

18.7

6,512

1.985

9.5

1.6

79.6

20.7

Female (N=12)
Full Professor

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Associate Prof

-

-

-

-

••

-

-

-

-

Assistant Prof

7

868

212

5.773

1,388

7.9

1.8

65.6

17.7

Instructor

5

727

l4l

5.08?

987

8.0

1.7

65.8

14.9

92
One individual in the combined colleges subgroup was
hired as a full professor.
and CSI was $10,150.

This person's ASI was $1,^50

Among the three remaining academic

ranks, associate professors with a mean ASI of $1 ,02^ and
a mean CSI of $7,166 received the largest average dollar in
crease,

Associates were followed in the size of dollar

increase by instructors who received a mean ASI of $961 and
a mean CSI of $6 ,652.

Finally, assistant professors in the

combined colleges subgroup received the lowest salary in
crease.

Their mean ASI was $891 and mean CSI was $5,7$9.

Comparing dollar increase by college affiliation
indicates that instructors in the combined colleges had
a larger mean ASI and CSI than instructors, assistant
professors, or associate professors in the Arts and Sciences.
At the same time, assistant professors and associate
professors in the combined colleges received larger mean
ASI's and CSI's than Arts and Sciences faculty in respective
academic ranks.
In the breakdown based on faculty sex, female assistant
professors received a mean ASI of $868 and a mean CSI of
$5,773 (Table lb).

Female instructors averaged a slightly

lower increase on both variables ($727 and §5.087, respec
tively).

In comparison, male assistant professors received

the lowest average and cumulative dollar increase in their
subgroup ($888 and $5,8^9, respectively), but they surpassed
the average ASI and CSI received by female assistant professors.
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Associate professors in the male subgroup received the next
highest average and cumulative dollar increase ($942 and
$6,489. respectively).

Next in line were instructors with

a mean ASI of $9^7 and a mean CSI of $6,512 and full
professors with a mean ASI of $1,253 and a mean CSI of

$8,768.
The ordering of academic ranks by mean size of average
percentage increment and cumulative percentage increment
was identical in the faculty population and each of the four
subgroups (Tables 12, 13. and 14).

Instructors in the

faculty population received the largest mean API {9.2%) and
CPI (79-6^); followed by assistant professors (8.2^ and
67.9%. respectively); associate professors {6.8% and 58.0^,
respectively); and full professors (6 .3^ and 53*1^.
respectively).
Where comparisons could be made between college
affiliation subgroups, the data indicates that instructors,
assistant professors, and associate professors in the
combined colleges received larger API's and CPI's than
Arts and Sciences faculty in respective ranks.

In the

breakdown by faculty sex, the data indicates that male
instructors and assistant professors received a larger mean
API and CPI than female faculty hired as instructors or
assistant professors.
Product-moment correlation coefficients were used to
estimate the relationship between each pair of salary
increase variables.

Academic rank in AX 1966-67 was
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9^
controlled.

From the analysis of the population, a pattern

emerged which was replicated in the college affiliation
subgroups and male/female subgroups.

As shown in Table 15,

the highest coefficients were always obtained between
ASI-CSI and API-CFI.

Following in size, were the coefficients

estimating the relationship between the variable pairings,
ASI-API and CSI-CPI.

The lowest correlations were obtained

between ASI-CPI and API-CSI,

It appears that pairings of

salary increase variables, based on similar measurement
scales, yield the highest correlation coefficients (average
yearly dollar increase correlated with cumulative dollar
increase, and average yearly percentage increase correlated
with cumulative percentage increase).

Measures of salary

increase covering similar time periods yield the next highest
coefficients (average yearly dollar increase correlated with
average yearly percentage increase and cumulative dollar
increase correlated with cumulative percentage increase).
Lastly, as one would expect, pairings across the relation
ships described above yield the lowest coefficients
(average yearly dollar increase correlated with cumulative
percentage increase and average yearly percentage increase
correlated with cumulative dollar increase).
Since ASI, CSI, API, and CPI represent four ways of
measuring salary Increase, correlations between the four
measures were expected to be high.
expectation.

Four

Results verified this

of the product-moment coefficients

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Table 15
Product-Moment Correlation Coefficients for Each Pair of
Salary Increase Variables in the Population and by
College Affiliation and Sex

Pairings of
Salary
Increase
Variables

Population
(N=60)

Arts and
Sciences
(N=3*0

ASI-CSI

.940**

. 92*+**

.946**

.944** .892**

API-CPI

.889**

.908**

.865**

.909** .873**

ASI-API

.606**

•^35*

.685**

.556** .868**

CSI-CPI

.618**

.430*

. 705** .584**

ASI-CPI

. 548**

.327

.649**

.521** .666**

CSI-API

•537**

•378*

.607**

.493** .787**

Combined Male Female
Colleges (N=48) (N=12)
(N=26)

*P<.05
**p<.01
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.814**

obtained in the analysis of the salary increase measures
(Table 15) were significant at a probability level between
.05 and .01 for a one-tailed test.

Twenty-five were

significant at a probability level of .01 or less.

Only

one coefficient did not reach the .05 level of significance
(ASI-CPI in the Arts and Sciences subgroup). Although the
four measures of salary increase were positively related,
the correlations were affected by such variable character
istics as measurement scale units and time period covered.
A second area of interest in the analysis of faculty
reward was the relationship between the two measures of
promotions in rank (TNP and YRH).

The distribution of the

faculty population by academic rank of hire and total number
of promotions is presented in Table 16.

Also shown in Table

16 is the average number of years in rank of hire controlled
by academic rank of hire.

This data does not reflect or

identify those cases where years of service at another
institution were credited to a newly hired faculty member
and, thus, reduced the number of years he spent in rank of
hire compared to other faculty at that particular rank of
hire.

Although full professors are included in Table 16,

they could not advance in rank and, therefore, their mean
number of years in rank of hire was always eight.

Tables

17 and 18 present descriptive data for the subgroups based
on college affiliation (Table 17) and faculty sex (Table 18).
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Table 16
Average Years In Rank of Hire for Faculty Population
Distributed by Total Number of Promotions

Academic Rank
of Hire
(AY 1966-67)
n

Number of Faculty
Fromotlons______________________ Total
0
2
1
Number
of
mean years
mean years
mean years
Faculty
n
in rank of
in rank of
n
in rank of
hire
hire
hire

Mean Years
in Rank of
Hire

Full
Professor

3

8.0

-

-

-

-

3

8.0

Associate
Professor

3

8.0

5

4.8

-

-

8

6.0

Assistant
Professor

6

8.0

20

5.2

3

2.7

29

5.4

Instructor

-

mm

12

4.7

8

2.9

20

3-7

VO
-o

73

"CD
O
-5
o

Q.

C
0
CD

Q.

§
S’
TD
1
Ui
|
o
l-H

Table 17
Average Years In Rank of Hire Distributed by Total Number of Promotions for
the Faculty Population by College Affiliation

CD

o
o
■O

Arts and Sciences ( N =3 ^ )
Number of Faculty
Promotions

cq'

S’
o

C
D
—s
T1
C
CD
—i
CD
■o
o
Q.
C
&

o
■O
o
o;
C
D
Q.
l-H

A r tp flA iT iift

Ronk

->

1

0

of Hire
(AY 1 9 6 6 - 6 7 )
n

mean years
In rank of
hire

n

2

mean years
in rank of
hire

Total Mean Years
Number in Rank of
of
Hire
Faoulty

n

mean years
In rank of
hire

-

-

2

8 .0

tm

6

7-3

Full Professor

2

8 .0

~

-

Associate Prof

3

8 .0

3

6 .7

-

Assistant Prof

1

8 .0

15

5.1

2

3 .0

18

5 .0

5

3-8

3

1-7

8

3 .0

Instructor

-

$

Combined Colleges ( N= 2 6 )

o
c
■O
CD

Full Professor

1

8.0

C/)'
C/)

Associate Prof

-

mm

Assistant Prof

5

Instructor

-

l-H

o'
o

-

-

-

1

8 .0

2

2.0

-

-

2

2.0

8.0

5

8

1

2.0

11

6 .0

-

7

5 .3

5

2 .6

12

*K 2

VO
00
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Table 18
Average Years In R a n k of Hire Distributed by Total Number of Promotions for
the Faculty Population by Sex

Academic Rank .
of Hire
(AY 196 6 - 6 7 )
“
n

0
mean years
in rank of
hire

Male (N=48)
Number of Faculty
Promotions
1
mean years
in rank of
n
n
hire

2
mean years
in rank of
hire

Total Mean Years
Number in Rank of
of
Hire
Faculty

Full Professor

3

8.0

-

-

-

3

8.0

Associate Prof

3

8.0

5

*K8

-

8

6.0

Assistant Prof

it-

8.0

16

5.2

2

3.0

22

5-5

Instructor

-

-

7

5.0

8

2.9

15

3-5

Female (N=12)
Full Professor

-

Associate Prof

-

-

-

-

Assistant Prof

2

8.0

I*

5.2

Instructor

-

5

k.Z

-

1

-

-

m*

-

2.0

7

5.0

-

5

*K2

-

VO
VO
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Tables l6 , 17, and 18 show that the average number of
years spent in rank of hire decreased as total number of
promotions increased.

A comparison of the mean number of

years in rank of hire for the population and for each
subgroup indicates that, in all but one case (associate
professors in the combined colleges subgroup), the average
number of years spent in rank increased as rank at time of
hire rose from instructor to associate professor.
A summarization of mean years in rank data from Tables
16, 17, and 18 is presented below.

Population

Males

Arts and
Females Sciences

Combined
Colleges

Associate

6.0

6.0

-

7.3

2.0

A ssistant

5.4

5-5

5.0

5-0

6.0

Instructor

3-7

3.5

4.2

3.0

4.2

Based on the above averages, a faculty member hired as an
instructor could expect to spend 3*7 years in rank of hire,
an assistant professor 5*4 years in rank of hire, and an
associate professor around six years in rank of hire.

The

male/female breakdown indicates that female instructors spent
slightly more time in rank than male instructors.

On the

other hand, female assistant professors spent slightly less
time in rank than male assistants.
The averages in the college affiliation breakdown
indicate that faculty in Arts and Sciences who were hired
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as instructors or assistant professors were promoted a year
earlier than faculty hired as instructors and assistant
professors in the combined colleges group.

Finally, the

data indicates that associate professors in the combined
colleges subgroup spent considerably fewer years in rank
than associate professors in the Arts and Sciences.

This

last finding cannot be explained with the data at hand,

It

is likely that the large difference between the two college
affiliation subgroups results from the small number of
associates studied and reflects prior work experience
credited to those in the combined colleges subgroup rather
than a difference in promotion practices in the two college
affiliation subgroups.
Table 19 presents the estimated correlation coefficients
obtained between number of promotions and years in rank of
hire (TNP and YHH) for faculty hired as instructors and for
those hired as assistant professors.

Table 19 includes

results based on the population and each of the two college
affiliation subgroups.

Due to the small number of female

faculty in some of the academic ranks, a correlational
analysis of the faculty breakdown by sex is not reported.
Correlations between TNP and YRH are also not reported for
faculty hired as associate professors since nearly perfect
relationships, resulting from the nature of the variables,
would be expected in this academic rank (i.e., associate
professors promoted during the study period spent eight or
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Table 19
Correlation Coefficients* Between the Number of Years
in Rank of Hire and Total Number of Promotions for
Instructors and Assistant Professors in the
Population and by College Affiliation

Total Number of Promotions
(TNP)
Population

Number of Years
in Rank of Hire
(YRH)

Arts and
Sciences

Combined
Colleges

Assistant
Professor

-.798**
n=29

-.586**
n=l8

-.965**
n=ll

Instructor

-.722**
n=20

-.775*
n=8

-.744**
n=12

*p<.05
**p<.01
lEach estimated correlation coefficient reported above is
based on a point-serial coefficient adjusted by a correc
tion factor for course grouping (Wert, Neidt, & Ahmann,

1954).
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fewer years in rank, while those not promoted were always
assigned a -value of eight years in rank).
The distribution of the faculty population by total
number of promotions made it necessary to estimate a conserv
ative r between total number of promotions and years in rank
of hire by the point-serial method of analyzing relationships
(Wert, Neidt, & Ahmann, 195^0•

Each reported value of r

represents the obtained biserial or triserial correlation
coefficient times an appropriate correction factor for course
grouping.

The correction factors were used to adapt the

serial correlation formula to the assumption that the measure
of total number of promotions was a single normal distri
bution no more accurately evaluated than by a two-point
scale for instructors, or a three-point scale for assistant
professors.
As shown in Table 19. negative correlations were found
between TNP and YEH for faculty hired as assistant professors
and instructors in the population.

Both of these negative

correlations were significant at the .01 probability level
for a one-tailed test.

As in the population, negative

correlations were obtained between TNP and YRH for both
academic ranks of hire in the Arts and Sciences subgroup and
in the combined colleges subgroup.

The negative correlation

for faculty hired as instructors in the Arts and Sciences
subgroup was significant at the .05 probability level for a
one-tailed test; the remaining three correlations were
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significant at the .01 probability level.

These results

indicate that, as total number of promotions increased, the
number of years spent in rank of hire decreased for
instructors and assistant professors.
The final aspect of faculty reward, dealt with in this
section, concerns the relationship between the three types
of faculty reward:

promotions in rank, salary increases,

and the awarding of sabbatical leaves.

Results from the

analysis of variables measuring promotions in rank and salary
increases are reported first.

Appearing last are the results

from the analysis of sabbatical leave activity.

This analysis

dealt with the relationships between sabbatical leave awards
and all other reward variables.
Table 20 presents the estimated correlation coefficients
between each promotion in rank variable (TNP and YRH) and
each of the salary increase variables (ASI, CSI, API, and
CPI) for the population controlled by rank of hire.

Table

21 presents the results obtained in each of the college
affiliation subgroups.

Since full professors hired in

AY 1966-67 could not advance in rank, these individuals were
not included in the analysis.

The faculty population by sex

was not analyzed since the small number of female faculty
prohibited adequate correlational analysis.
In Tables 20 and 21 the relationships between number
of years in rank of hire and the salary increase variables
were estimated by product-moment correlation coefficients.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Table 20
Correlation Coefficients1 Between Promotions In Rank and Salary Increase
Variables In the Population by Academic Rank of Hire

Average Cumulative
Salary
Salary
Increment Increment
(CSI)
(ASI)
Associate
Professor
(n=8)

Assistant
Professor
(n=29)

Years in Rank
of Hire (YRH)

-.466

-.567

Average Salary
Percentage
Increment
(API)

Cumulative Salary
Percentage
Increment
(CPI)

-.305

-.460

.593

•775*

-.079

•324

YRH

-.558**

-.648**

-.382*

-.463**

TNP

.584**

.7k9**

.380*

.523**

Total Number of
Promotions (TNP)

YRH

-.296

-.274

-.244

-.187

.345

.315

Instructor
(n=20)
TNP

.503*

.487*

*p<.05
**p<.01
1 The relationships between the salary increase variables and TNP were estimated by
conservative serial coefficients corrected for course grouping.
o
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Table 21
Correlation Coefficients1 Between Promotions In Rank and Salary Increase Variables In
the Population by Academlo Rank of Hire and College Affiliation

Arts and Sciences
Average Cumulative
Salary
Salary
Increment Increment
(ASI)
(CSI)
Assistant
Professor
(nsl8)

Years in Rank
of Hire (YRH)
Total Number of
Promotions (TNP)

YRH

-.599#*
.821**

-.709#

-.456*
.752**

Average Salary
Percentage
Increment
(API)
-.373
.693**

Cumulative Salary
Percentage
Increment
(CPI)
-.234
.587#*

-.689*

-.292

-.182

.811*

.467

.218

Instructor
(r*=8)
TNP

.

874**

(continued)
**p<. 01
1The relationships between the salary increase variables and TNP were estimated by
conservative serial coefficients corrected for course grouping.

*-»
O
On
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Table 21 (continued)
Correlation Coefficientsl Between Promotions in Rank and Salary Increase Variables in
the Population by Academic Rank of Hire and College Affiliation

Combined Colleges
Average Cumulative
Salary
Salary
Increment Increment
(ASI)
(CSI)

'

Assistant
Professor
(n=ll)

Years in Rank
of Hire (YRH)
Total Number of
Promotions (TNP)

-.557*

-.890**

.499

.708*

Average Salary
Percentage
Increment
(API)

Cumulative Salary
Percentage
Increment
(CPI)

-.498

-.796**

.436

.622*

YRH

-.381

-.372

-.436

-.313

TNP

.383

.410

.319

.351

Instructor
(n=12)

107

108

The reported correlation coefficients between total number
of promotions and each of the salary increase variables are
conservative point-serial estimates of r corrected for course
grouping.

The correlation coefficients obtained between the

number of years in rank of hire and each of the four salary
increase variables were negative.

The estimated coefficients

obtained between total number of promotions and the salary
increase variables were, in most cases, positive.

Thus,

large salary increases tend to be associated with fewer
years in rank of hire and more promotions, while smaller
salary increases tend to be associated with more years in
rank of hire and fewer promotions.
In the analysis of population members hired as associate
professors, the positive correlation between TNP-CSI was
significant at the .05 probability level.

The other seven

relationships between the promotion variables and salary
increase variables did not reach statistical significance
for those hired as associate professors.

The relationship

between promotions and salary increase in the Arts and
Sciences and combined colleges subgroups was not analyzed
due to the small number of faculty in each subgroup.
All four negative correlations between years in rank
of hire and the salary increase variables and all four
positive relationships between total number of promotions
and salary increase variables were significant in the
analysis of population members hired as assistant professors.
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The variable pairs, YRH-API and TNP-API, yielded coefficients
significant at the .05 probability level.

The remaining

six coefficients were significant at the .01 probability
level.

In the Arts and Sciences subgroup, two significant

negative relationships were found.
occurred between the variable pairs:
YRH-CSI (p<.05).

These relationships
YRH-ASI (p<.0l) and

In addition, all four positive relation

ships between total number of promotions and the salary
increase variables were significant (p<.01).

The combined

colleges yielded significant negative correlations between
the variable pairs:
YRH-CFI (p^. 01).

YRH-ASI (p<.05), YRH-CSI (p<.01), and

Significant positive correlations were

obtained between the variable pairs:

TNP-CSI (p<C05) and

TNP-CPI (p<.05).
In most cases, nonsignificant relationships were
obtained when the promotion variables were correlated with
salary increase variables for population members hired as
instructors.

In fact. Table 20 indicates that only TNP-ASI

and TNP-CSI produced correlation coefficients that reached
the .05 level of significance.

Of special interest was the

comparison of college affiliation subgroups (Table 21).
Although the combined colleges subgroup failed to produce
a single significant relationship, four such relationships
were obtained in the Arts and Sciences subgroup.

These

significant relationships were obtained between YRH-ASI,
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YRH-CSI, and TNP-CSI at the .05 probability level and YRHASI at the .01 probability level.
The final analysis in this section concerns the award
ing of sabbatical leaves.

Fourteen (23*3%) of the 60

population members received a sabbatical leave during the
study period.

All 1^ sabbatical leave recipients were male

faculty members.

The distribution of these individuals by

academic rank of hire for the population and. each of the
college affiliation subgroups is presented in Table 22.
The relationship between the awarding of sabbatical
leaves and the promotion and salary increase variables was
analyzed nonparametrically,

Sabbatical leave recipients

were dichotomized according to whether they fell above, or
below, the mean population value for their academic rank of
hire in the particular promotion or salary increase variable
being analyzed.

Due to the small number of faculty who

received sabbatical leave awards, the academic ranks were
then collapsed for each promotion and salary increase variable
analyzed.
The five dichotomies analyzed are presented in Table 23.
These deal respectively with the reward variables:
API, CPI, and YRH.

ASI, CSI,

It was planned that chi-square tests would

be used to test each dichotomy for significance, however, the
nature of the frequency distributions made this test unneces
sary.

As shown in Table 23, the sabbatical leave recipients

were almost equally divided between the two cells in each
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Table 22
Distribution of Sabbatical Leave Recipients by Academic
Rank of Hire for the Population and
College Affiliation Subgroups

Academic Rank
of Hire
”
(AY 1966-6?)

Sabbatical Leave Recipients
Arts and
Sciences
(N=10)

Combined
Colleges
(N=*0

Population
(N=l4)

Full
Professor

2

1

3

Associate
Professor

6

1

7

Assistant
Professor

1

1

2

Instructor

1

1

2
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Table 23
Dichotomies of Sabbatical Leave Recipients Collapsed by
Academic Rank of Hire for Five Reward Variables

Number of
Faculty
Above Mean

Number of
Faculty
Below Mean

Average Salary
Increment (ASI)

6

8

Cumulative Salary
Increment (CSI)

7

7

Average Yearly Salary,
Percentage Increment
(API)

6

8

Cumulative Salary,
Percentage Increment
(CPI)

8

6

Number of Years in Rank
of Hire (YRH)l

7

5

Reward Variable

l Two faculty members hired as full professors could not
advance in rank and were, therefore, deleted from the
YRH distribution.
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dichotomy.

This suggests that sabbatical leave awards are

not related to the salary increase variables or to the number
of years in rank of hire.
Relationships Between Professional Activities
and Teaching Load
The levels of faculty involvement in professional
activity for those who served as instructors, assistant
professors, and associate professors are presented in Table
24.

Table 25 presents the levels of professional activity

for the Arts and Sciences and combined colleges subgroups
and Table 26 presents these activity levels for the male/
female subgroups.

The tabled results are based on six of

the seven professional activity variables defined in the
Methods Chapter and further described in the section of results
titled:

“Relationships Between Faculty Professional Research

Activities.11 The following six professional activity variables
are studied;
1.

Faculty Publication Frequency (FPF)

2.

Faculty Research Fund/Fellowship Grant Proposals
Submitted— Internal Support (PSI)

3.

Faculty Research Fund/Fellowship Grant Proposals
Accepted— Internal Support (PA.I)

4.

Research Proposals Submitted— External Support (PSE)

5.

Research Proposals Accepted— External Support (PAE)

6.

Graduate Dissertation, Specialist, and Thesis
Committees Chaired (GCC)
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Table 2k
Level of Faculty Involvement in Six Professional Activities for the Population1
by Academic Rank

Assistant
Professor (N= 31)

Instructor (N=20)

Profes
sional
Activity
Variable

f

FPF

13

PSI

n

(n/N)

median

mean

f

n

** 20.0$

3.0

3.2

7k

16

1

1

5.0

1.0

1.0

19

PAI

1

1

5.0

1.0

1.0

PSE

-

-

-

PAE

-

Ml

«■*

mm

GCC

-

mt

mm

-

$
median
(n/N)

Associate
Professor (N=8)
mean

f

n

*

(n/N)

median
i

mean

51.6$

2.5

k.6
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7

87.5$

k.5

18.7

7

22.9

2.0

2.7

6

k

50.0

1.5

1.5

11

5

16.1

1.0

2.2

5

k

50.0

1.2

1.2

16

8

25.8

2.3

2.0

20

k

50.0

k.5

5.0

-

6

5

16.1

1.1

1.2

12

k

50.0

3.0

3.0

mm

6

5

l6 .l

1.1

1.2

k

2

25.0

2.0

2.0

1Population members may be Included in more than one academic rank.

Table 25
Level of Faculty Involvement in Six Professional Activities for the College
Affiliation Subgroups by Academic Rank

Arts and Sciences
Profes
sional

Assistant
Professor (N=20)

Instructor (N=8)

Variable
f

n

%
(n/N) median

mean

f

n

FPF

8

3

37.5#

2.8

2.7

62

12

PSI

1

1

12.5

1.0

1.0

16

PA I

1

1

12.5

1.0

1.0

PSE

-

-

-

-

PAE

-

-

-

GCC

mm

-

-

(n/N) median

Associate
Professor (N=5)
mean

f

n

(n/N) median

mean

60.0#

2.5

5.8

34

4

80.0#

4.5

8.5

5

25.0

2.0

3.2

5

3

60.0

1.8

1.7

9

4

20.0

1.2

2.2

4

3

60.0

1.2

1.3

-

12

6

30.0

2.0

2.0

17

3

60.0

6.0

5.7

-

-

3

3

15.0

1.0

1.0

11

3

60,0

3.2

3.7

-

-

5

4

20.0

1.2

1.2

4

2

40.0

2.0

2.0

(continued)
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Table 25 (continued)
Level of Faculty Involvement In Six Professional Activities for the College
Affiliation Subgroups by Academic Rank

Combined Colleges
Profes
sional
Activity
Variable
f
FPF

Assistant
Professor (N=ll)

Instructor (N=*12)
n
5

1

(n^N) madlan
8.3#

5*0

mean

f

n

5*0

12

4

36.4#

(n^N)

Associate
Professor (N=3)
mean

f

2*5

3.0

97

median

n

(n/'N)

median

mean

3 100.0#

3.2

32.3

PSI

-

-

-

3

2

18.2

1.5

1.5

1

1

33.3

1.0

1.0

PAI

-

-

-

2

1

9.1

2.0

2.0

1

1

33.3

1.0

1.0

PSE

-

-

-

4

2

18.2

2.0

2.0

3

1

33-3

3.0

3.0

PAE

-

-

-

3

2

18.2

1.5

1*5

1

1

33.3

1.0

1.0

GCC

-

c*>

mm

1

1

9.1

1.0

1.0

-

-

-

-

-

«•
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Level of Faculty Involvement in Six Professional Activities by Academic Rank and Sex

Male
Profes
sional
Activity
Variable

Assistant
Professor (N=26)

Instructor (N=15)
f

n

%
median
(n/N)

mean

f

n

%
median
(n/N)

Associate
Professor (N:=7)
mean

f

n

%
median
(n/N)

mean

58.0#

3.1

A .8

128

6

86.0

7.5

I8.3

7

27.0

2.0

2.7

5

3

A3.0

2.2

1.7

11

5

19.0

I-4
•
00
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Table 26

2.2

A

3

A3 .O

1.8

1.3

-

lA

7

27.0

2.0

2.0

17

3

A3.0

6.0

5.7

-

-

5

A

15.0

1.7

1.2

11

3

A3 .O

5.2

3.7

-

-

5

A

15.0

1.7

1.2

A

2

29.0

2.0

2.0

FPF

13

A

20.0$

3.0

3.2

72

15

PSI

1

1

5.0

1.0

1.0

19

PAI

1

1

5.0

1.0

1.0

PSE

-

-

-

-

PAE

-

-

-

GCC

-

-

-

117
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Table 26 (continued)
Level of Faculty Involvement In Six Professional Activities by Academic Rank and Sex

Female
Profes
sional
Activity
Variable

Assistant
Professor (N=5)

Instructor (N*5)
f

n

(n/N) median mean

n

f

(n^N) median

Associate
Professor (N=sl)
mean

n

f

%
(n/N) median

mean

3

1 100.0#

3.0

3.0

-

1

1 100.0

1.0

1.0

-

1

1 100.0

1.0

1.0

2.0

2.0

3

1 100.0

3.0

3.0

20.0

1.0

1.0

1

1 100.0

1.0

1.0

20.0

1.0

1.0

-

-

-

-

2.0

FPF

-

-

-

-

2

1

20.0%

PSI

Ml

wm

-

-

-

-

-

-

PA I

-

-

-

M*

a*

-

-

PSE

Ml

-

-

-

2

1

20.0

PAE

-

-

-

-

1

1

GCC

-

-

-

-

1

1

2.0

-
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The seventh professional activity variable, Equated Research
Load, was not included in the analysis of professional
activity, since equated research hours had only been
collected in AY 1971, 1972, and 1973*

its inclusion would

have biased the results in favor of the higher academic
ranks into which the majority of the faculty population
had been promoted by the seventies.
Faculty members were included in the analysis of
professional activity in all academic ranks from which they
had been promoted effective before, or by the beginning of,
AY 197^-75.

The results reflect only that professional

activity which occurred during faculty service in the
academic rank specified.

These criteria were selected so

that the results would accurately reflect actual activity
levels in each rank,

u'nfortunately, the criteria also

eliminated full professors from the analysis since these
individuals could not advance in rank.
In general, the results (Table 24) indicate that the
relative number of faculty members engaged in professional
activity increased with academic rank.

The table also

indicates that the amount of activity per professionally
active faculty member increased with rank.

Figure 1,

based on the population data presented in Table 24,
graphically depicts the percentage increase in the number
of professionally active faculty as rank increased from
instructor to associate professor.

This was accompanied,
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Fig. 1
Percentage of faculty involved in professional aotivity for the academic
ranks of instructor, assistant professor* and associate professor.
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In most cases, "by a corresponding increase in the average
amount of activity per participant in each professional
activity.

For example, instructors who engaged in publish

ing and/or other creative activities measured by the FPF
variable had a median publication frequency of 3.0,

In

comparison, the associate professors had a median publication
frequency of ^.5 . W 1 three of the activities measured by
PSE, PAE, and GCC increased with rank,

tfhile instructors

did not engage in any of these three professional activities,
assistant professors, who submitted written external
proposals, averaged 2.0 such submissions and received
external funding for 1.2 proposals.

Assistant professors

serving as graduate committee chairmen averaged 1.2
committees.

In comparison, associate professors, who

participated in these three activities, averaged 5.0
written, externally submitted proposals, 3.0 externally
funded proposals, and 2.0 graduate committees chaired.
Only two professional activity variables, PSI and PAI,
did not increase with academic rank.

Table 2k indicates

that one instructor submitted a single written proposal for
which he received internal university funding.

Assistant

professors who submitted written internal proposals had an
average submission rate of 2 .2 . They received university
funding on an average of 2.0 such proposals.

In comparison,

the average number of proposals submitted internally by
associate professors dropped to 1.5 » and their average number
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of funded proposals fell to 1.2 .

This suggests that Internal

proposal writing activity does not increase with rani.

In

fact, the number of such proposal submissions per proposal
writer appears to have decreased as rani increased from
assistant professor to associate professor.
Professional activity in the college affiliation
subgroups (Table 25) generally supports the above conclusions.
Faculty involvement in professional activity, in both college
subgroups, tended to increase with academic rani.

However,

on a comparative basis, a larger percentage of Arts and
Sciences faculty, as opposed to combined colleges faculty,
were engaged in professional activity at each academic rani.
Further, the average activity levels in each academic rani
show that Arts and Sciences faculty are more highly committed
to each professional activity than are faculty from the
combined colleges subgroup.
Fight measures of faculty teaching load were defined
in the Methods Chapter.

These eight variables are:

1.

Average Number of Classes/Scheduled and Arranged (CSA)

2.

Average Number of Classes/Scheduled (CS)

3.

Average Number of Class Preparations/Scheduled
and Arranged (PSA)
Average Number of Class Preparations/Scheduled (PS)

5.

Average Credit Hours/Scheduled and Arranged (MSA)

6.

Average Credit Hours/Scheduled (HS)
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7.

Average Student Credit Hours/Scheduled and
Arranged (SSA)

8.

Average Student Credit Hours/Scheduled (SS)

In the following analysis, the teaching activity data
collected for each of these variables were arranged in
such a way that comparisons could be made between teaching
activity in each academic rank.

To accomplish this, the

average, yearly teaching activity in each academic rank
was computed for all eight variables.

Faculty were Included

in the analysis of each academic rank in which they had
served during the study period.

By contrast, since the

teaching load variables were based on averages and not total
activity as were the professional activity variables in the
prior analysis, faculty were included in the rank in which
they were serving at the end of the study period.
Table 27 shows average teaching load per year across
the eight teaching activity variables in the population
controlled for academic rank.

Figure 2, based on the averages

shown in Table 27, graphs the relationship between academic
rank and the teaching load variables:

Average Number of

Classes/Scheduled and Arranged (CSA), Average Number of
Classes/Scheduled (CS), Average Number of Class Preparations/
Scheduled and Arranged (PSA), and Average Number of Class
Preparations/Scheduled (PS).
In general three activity trends can be identified in
Figure 2.

First, assistant and associate professors, on the
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Table 27
Average Faculty Academic Year Work Load by Rank

Average Teaching Activity
Teaching Activity Variable

Instructor

Assistant
Professor
(N=47)

Associate
Professor
(N-33)

Full
Professor
<N»9>

Number of Classes/Scheduled
and Arranged (CSA)

6.7

7.8

7.6

6.5

Number of Classes/Scheduled
(cs)

6.6

7.6

6.9

5.8

Number of Preparations/
Scheduled and Arranged (PSA)

5-5

6.4

6.5

6.2

Number of Preparations/
Scheduled (PS)

5-4

6.2

5.8

5.6

Average Credit Hours/
Soheduled and Arranged (HSA.)

19.4

21.5

19.8

20.3

Average Credit Hours/
Scheduled (HS)

19.0

20.3

17.6

17.8

Average Student Credit Hours/
Scheduled and Arranged (SSA)

389-9

501.5

510.6

273.8

Average Student Credit Hours/
Scheduled (SS)

384.8

487.0

496.4

263.3

125

8.0

S'
©

7.0

UM
O. OS
\ ©
©

©

p-i

©o
© .H

*
a
rH
©

O VJ

✓
^
6.0

03

Vi O
O C

Jh 5h

© ©

& p*
e
3

5.0

Instructor Assistant
Professor

Associate
Professor

Full
Professor

Fig. 2
Average Number of Classes/Scheduled and Arranged
(CSA), Average Number of Classes/Scheduled (CS), Average
Number of Class Preparations/Scheduled and Arranged (PSA),
and Average Number of Class Preparations/Scheduled (PS)
for the faculty population by academic rank.
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average, taught more classes and made more class preparations
per year than did instructors or full professors.

Using CSA

and PSA as examples, assistant professors averaged 7.8
classes per year and 6.4 class preparations.

Associate

professors averaged 7.6 classes per year and 6.5 class prepa
rations.

In comparison, the instructor's average number of

classes dropped to 6.7 per year and class preparations
dropped to 5*5 Per year.

Pull professors, averaging 6.5

classes and 6.2 preparations per year, were least active.
A second trend, identified in Figure 2, concerns the
relationship between the average number of classes and the
average number of class preparations.

Comparing CSA to FSA

and CS to PS, shows that the average class load varied more
with academic rank than did the average number of class
preparations.

The reason for this is shown in Figure 2;

the difference between CSA and PSA and between CS and PS
decreased as academic rank rose to the point where full
professors had a ratio of classes to class preparations of
almost one-to-one.

Thus, while assistant professors and

associate professors had considerable larger average class
loads than instructors or full professors, the differences
between the average number of class preparations in each
rank was relatively small.
Lastly, with the exception of full professors, the
proportion of arranged teaching activity to scheduled teach
ing activity appears to increase with academic rank.
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Instructors participated in almost no arranged teaching
activity.

This is confirmed by a difference of only 0.1

between both their average CSA and CS and their average
PSA and PS.

Arranged activity among assistant professors

increased slightly; they averaged 0.2 arranged classes
(average CSA minus average CS) and class preparations per
year (average PSA minus average PS).

Associate professors

and full professors were most active in teaching arranged
classes.

Associate professors averaged 0.7 arranged classes

and class preparations while full professors averaged 0.7
arranged classes and 0.6 arranged class preparations.
Figure 3 graphs the relationship between academic
rank and the variables:

Average Credit Hours/Scheduled

and Arranged (HSA) and Average Credit Hours/Scheduled (HS).
As shown in Figure 3» assistant professors averaged 21.5
scheduled and arranged credit hours per year.

They were

followed in size of credit hour load by full professors
who had an average HSA of 20.3-

Associate professors and

instructors followed with average HSA's of 19.8 and 19.^.
respectively.

In all but one respect, the distribution of

scheduled and arranged credit hour load by academic rank
is similar to the distributions of classes and class
preparations already discussed.

While full professors had

the lightest class and class preparation load, they follow
only assistant professors In size of average credit hour
load.
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Fig. 3
Average Credit Hours/Scheduled and Arranged (HSA)
and Average Credit Hours/Scheduled (HS) for the faculty
population by academic rank.
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The difference between HSA and HS in each academic
rank supports previous findings that the proportion of
arranged to scheduled activity increases with academic
rank.

Subtracting average scheduled credit hours from

combined scheduled and arranged credit hours shows that
instructors averaged 0.4 arranged credit hours per year
and 19.0 scheduled credit hours per year.

Assistant pro

fessors averaged 1.2 arranged credit hours per year and
20.3 scheduled credit hours per year.

Associate profes

sors averaged 2.2 arranged credit hours per year and 17.6
scheduled credit hours per year, while full professors
averaged 2.5 arranged and 17.8 scheduled credit hours per
year.
The last two teaching load variables, Average Student
Credit Hours/Scheduled and Arranged (SSA) and Average
Student Credit Hours/Scheduled (SS), are graphed by academic
rank in Figure 4.

Associate professors had the largest

average yearly SSA (510.6) and SS (496.4).

They were

followed in size of average student credit hours by assistant
professors (501.5 and 487.0, respectively), instructors
(389-9 and 384.8, respectively), and full professors (273*8
and 263.3 . respectively).
Table 28 presents average teaching load by academic
rank in the college affiliation subgroups.

Taken together,

these results show different teaching activity trends for the
two subgroups.

For example, combined colleges faculty in
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Table 28
Faculty Work Load Variables by College Affiliation and Academic Rank

Teaching Activity Variable

Average Teaching Activity Per Academic Year
Assistant
Associate
Full
Instructor
Professor
Professor
Professor
A&S1
CC2
A&S
CC
A&S
CC
A&S
CC
(n=8) (n=12) (rt=27) (n=20) (n=23) (n=10) (n=5)
(»=4)

Number of Classes/Scheduled
and Arranged (CSA.)

6.4

6.9

6.6

9.5

6.7

9.6

6.3

6.7

Number of Classes/Scheduled
(CS)

6.4

6.8

6.5

9.2

6.3

8.3

5.6

6.2

Number of Class Preparations/
Scheduled and Arranged (PSA)

4.8

5.9

5.4

7.4

5.8

8.3

6.2

6.2

Number of Class Preparations/
Soheduled (PS)

4.8

5.8

5-3

7-3

5.3

7.0

5.5

5.7

Average Credit Hours/
Scheduled and Arranged (HSA)

20.3

18.?

20.4

23.0

19.0

21.5

18.9

22.0

Average Credit Hours/
Scheduled (HS)

20.3

18.2

19.1

22.0

17-9

17.0

15*9

20.3

Average Student Credit Hours/
Soheduled and Arranged (SSA)

415.7

372.8

523.0

472.3

572.0

396.1

277.5

269.5

Average Student Credit Hours/
Scheduled (SS)

415-7

364.3

506.1

461.2

559.8

350.6

274.3

264.6

1A&S denotes faculty from the Arts and Sciences subgroup.
2CC denotes faculty from the combined oolleges subgroup.
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all four academic ranks averaged more classes and class
preparations than Arts and Sciences faculty in respective
academic ranks.

At the same time, there tended to be less

between rank variance in average classes and class prepara
tions in the Arts and Sciences subgroup than in the combined
colleges subgroup.

For example, there was little difference

between the average CSA for each rank in the Arts and Sciences
subgroup.

Instructors had an average CSA of 6.4, assistant

professors had an average CSA of 6.6, associate professors had
an average CSA of 6.7, and full professors had an average CSA
of 6 .3 . Average CS tended to decrease slightly with rank in
the Arts and Sciences subgroup, since, as noted in the popu
lation, the proportion of scheduled teaching activity to
combined scheduled and arranged activity tended to decrease
as academic rank rose.

Both average FSA and ?S tended to

increase with rank In the Arts and Sciences subgroup.

For

example, instructors had an average FSA of 4.8, assistant
professors had an average FSA of 5-^f associate professors
had an average PSA of 5*8, and full professors had an average
PSA of 6.2.
extent.

Average FS followed this trend but to a lesser

Again, this was due to the decreasing proportion of

scheduled teaching activity to combined scheduled and arranged
activity in each successively higher academic rank.
In contrast, assistant professors and associate profes
sors in the combined colleges subgroup had a greater number
of average classes and class preparations than instructors
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and full professors.

Instructors had an average CSA of 6.9

and an average FSAof 5«9. assistant
age CSA of 9*5 andan average

professors had an aver

PSA. of 7.4, associate professors

had an average CSA of 9.6 andan average PSA of 8.3 ,
professors had
6.2.

and full

an average CSA of 6.7 and an average PSA of

The average CS and FS for each academic rank in the

combined colleges subgroup followed the pattern described
above; but, as in the Arts and Sciences subgroup, there was
a proportionally greater decrease in scheduled teaching
activity in each successively higher academic rank.
Average HSA and HS for the Arts and Sciences subgroup
tended to decrease as rank rose.

Instructors had both an

average HSA and HS of 20.3» assistant professors had an aver
age HSA of 20.4 and an average HS of 19.1. associate professors
had an average HSA of 19.0 and an average HS of 1?.9. and
full professors had an average HSA of 18.9 and an average
HS of 15*9.

Comparable averages tended to be higher in the

combined colleges subgroup for each academic rank except
instructor.

In the combined colleges subgroup, instructors

had an average ESA of 18.7 and an average HS of 18.2, assist
ant professors had an average HSA of 23.0 and an average

HS

of 22.0, associate professors had an average HSA. of 21.5 and
an average HS of 17-0, and full professors had an average HSA
of 22.0 and an average HS of 20.3*
The tendency in the preceding variables for combined
colleges faculty to have higher teaching activity levels
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than Arts and Sciences faculty was reversed for SSA. and SS.
For these last two variables, it was found that Arts and
Sciences faculty representing each rank had a higher average
SSA and SS than combined colleges faculty in respective
ranks.

Instructors in the Arts and Sciences subgroup had

both an average SSA and an average SS of 4l5«7* assistant
professors had an average SSA of 523-0 and an average SS of
506.1, associate professors had an average SSA of 572.0 and
an average SS of 559-8, and full professors had an average
SSA of 277-5 and an average SS of 274.3*

In the combined

colleges subgroup, instructors had an average SSA of 372.8
and an average SS of 364.3. assistant professors had an
average SSA of 472-3 and an average SS of 461.2, associate
professors had an average SSA of 396.1 and an average SS
of 350.6, and full professors had an average SSA of 269-5
and an average SS of 264.6.
Table 29 presents the average teaching activity data
controlled by academic rank and sex.

In general, the data

indicates that male instructors and assistant professors
averaged more classes per year than female faculty in respec
tive academic ranks.

Male instructors and assistant professors

also averaged more class preparations, credit hours and
student credit hours than their female colleagues in respective
academic ranks.

In contrast, average yearly class preparations

for male and female associate professors were nearly equal.
However, female associate professors, on the average,
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Table 29
Faculty Work Load Variables by Academic Rank and Sex

Teaching Activity Variable

Average Teaching Aotlvlty Per Academic Year
Assistant
Full
Associate
Instructor
Professor
Professor
Professor
male female
male female
male female
male femal(
(n=8)
(n=28) (n=5)
(n=l)
(1^ 36) (n»ll)
(n»15) (n*5)

Number of Classes/Scheduled
and Arranged (CSA.)

7.2

5.3

7.9

6.8

7.4

8.3

6.6

6.0

Number of Classes/Scheduled
(CS)

7.1

5.2

7.8

6.5

6.9

6.7

5.8

6.0

Number of Class Preparations/
Soheduled and Arranged (PSA )

5-7

4.7

6.6

5.2

6.4

7.3

6.4

5.0

Number of Class Preparations/
Scheduled (PS)

5-7

**•5

6,4

4.9

5.9

5.7

5.6

5.0

Average Credit Hours/
Scheduled and Arranged (HSA)

19.8

18.1

22.2

17.2

18.9

24.3

20.4

20.0

Average Credit Hours/
Scheduled (HS)

19.6

17.0

20.8

16.8

17-3

19-3

17.6

20.0

Average Student Credit Hours/
Scheduled and Arranged (SSA)

425-3

283.7

527.0

370.1

524.9

430.2

247.4

485.0

Average Student Credit Hours/
Scheduled (SS)

424.0

267.3

512.2

357.9

510.6

416.6

243.1

485.0

U)
Vn
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taught more classes per year than male associate professors.
Female associate professors averaged more credit hours but
fewer student credit hours than male associate professors.
A second analysis involving the teaching activity
variables concerns the interaction between teaching load
and professional activity.

As in the previous analysis of

teaching activity, faculty rank was controlled, i.e.,
faculty were included in the analysis of all academic ranks
they had held during the study period.

Faculty in each

academic rank were divided according to their history of
professional activity from AY 1966-67 through AY 1973-714.,
Faculty members who had engaged in at least one of the
seven professional activity categories studied were designated
"professionally active (PA)."

The selection criterion for

professionally active faculty specified one recorded activity
so that the professional activity group would include all
population members who had engaged in research or other
scholarly activities.

Faculty who had not engaged in any

of the professional activities were designated "professionally
Inactive (PI)."

Average teaching activity, based on each

of the eight teaching activity variables, was calculated
for both professionally active and professionally inactive
faculty.

The results appear in Table 30.

The results in Table JO show that teaching activity
was distributed differently by rank for the two professional
activity groups.

Figure 5* based on some of the results
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Table 30
Faculty Work Load Variables by Professional Activity Group and Academic Rank

Teaching Activity Variable

Average Teaching Activity Per Academio Year
Assistant
Assoolate
Full
Instructor
Professor
Professor
Professor
PA1
PI^
PA
PI
PA.
PI
PA.
PI
(n=ll) (n=a9)
(n=3l) (n=l6) (n= 27) (n=6)
(n=9) (n=0)

Number of Classes/Scheduled
and Arranged (CSA)

7.4

5.9

7.8

8.0

7.3

9.0

6.5

m*

Number of Classes/Scheduled
(CS)

7.4

5.7

7.6

7.6

6.6

8.0

5.8

mm

Number of Class Preparations/
Scheduled and Arranged (PSA.)

5-7

5.2

6.3

6.5

6. A

7.2

6.2

—

Number of Class Preparations/
Soheduled (PS)

5.7

5.0

6.2

6.2

5.8

6.2

5.6

-

Average Credit Hours/
Scheduled and Arranged (HSA.)

21.9

16.3

22.8

19.0

19.9

19.0

20.3

—

Average Credit Hours/
Scheduled (HS)

21.9

15.5

21.4

18.2

18.1

15.4

17.8

-

Average Student Credit Hours/
Scheduled and Arranged (SSA)

509.1

244.2

578.4

352.4

536.6

393-3

273.8

-

Average Student Credit Hours/
Soheduled (SS)

509.1

232.9

559.1

347.4

531.8

336.8

263.3

-

IIpa denotes professionally active faculty.
2pl denotes professionally Inactive faculty.
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reported in Table 30, shows that the average number of
classes were curvilinearly related to academic rank for
professionally active faculty and linearly related to
academic rank for professionally inactive faculty.

For

example, professionally active instructors had an average
CSA of 7*4, assistant professors had an average CSA of 7*8,
and associate professors had an average CSA of 7*3*

In

contrast, results for professionally inactive faculty show
that instructors had the lowest average CSA (5-9), followed
by assistant professors (8.0), and associate professors (9,0).
Figure 6 shows that average number of class preparations,
like average number of classes, were curvilinearly related
to academic rank for professionally active faculty and
linearly related to rank for professionally inactive faculty.
However, within each rank the differences between average
number of class preparations for the two professional activity
groups were generally small.

For example, the PSA’s were

nearly equal for assistant professors in the two professional
activity groups (professionally active assistant professors
had an average PSA of 6.3 and professionally inactive assist
ant professors had an average PSA of 6 .5),

Professionally

active instructors averaged slightly more class preparations
per year (5*7) than professionally inactive instructors
(5*2), and professionally inactive associate professors
averaged slightly more class preparations per year (7.2) than
professionally active associate professors (6.4).
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Figure 7 shows average credit hours for each profes
sional activity group by academic rank and Figure 8 shows
a similar breakdown of average student credit hours.
Generally, these graphs indicate that professionally active
faculty in each academic rank maintained higher average credit
hour and student credit hour loads than professionally in
active faculty in respective academic ranks.

For example,

professionally active instructors had an average HSA of
21.9, assistant professors had an average HSA of 22.8 , and
associate professors had an average HSA of 19.9.

In com

parison, professionally inactive faculty in the three aca
demic ranks averaged 16,3. 19.0, and 19.0 scheduled and
arranged credit hours per year, respectively.

Professionally

active instructors had an average SSA of 509.1 . assistant
professors had an average SSA of 578.4 , and associate pro
fessors had an average SSA of 536.6.

In comparison, profes

sionally inactive faculty in the three academic ranks averaged
244.2 , 352.4 , and 393*3 scheduled and arranged student credit
hours, respectively.
The last analysis in this section was controlled by
academic rank, college affiliation, and professional activity
group.

The results are presented in Table 31.

^n the Arts

and Sciences subgroup, professionally active instructors,
assistant professors, and associate professors had higher
average activity levels on each of the eight teaching activ
ity variables than professionally inactive faculty in
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Table 31
Faoulty Work Load Variables for Professionally Aotlve and Professionally Inactive
Population Members by College Affiliation and Academic Rank

Teaching Activity Variable

Average Teaching Activity Per Academic Year
______Arts and Sciences Subgroup__________
Associate
Puli
Instructor ~” Assistant
Professor
Professor
Professor
PI 2
PA1
PA v
PI
PA
PI t
/ PA , (n=2)
(n=6) (n=2)
(n=s21)
(n=23)
(n=5) (n=*0)

Number of Classes/Scheduled
and Arranged (CSA)

6.9

4.9

6.6

6.1

?. 0

4.0

6.3

-

Number of Classes/Scheduled
(GS)

6.9

4.9

6.6

5.9

6.5

3.6

5.6

-

Number of Class Preparations/
Scheduled and Arranged (PSA)

4.9

4.4

5.5

5.1

6.0

3.5

6.2

-

Number of Class Preparations/
Scheduled (PS)

4.9

4.4

5.4

4.7

4.8

3-1

5.5

-

Average Credit Hours/
Scheduled and Arranged (HSA)

20.9

18.4

20.7

19.1

19.4

15.4

18.4

-

Average Credit Hours/
Scheduled (HS)

20.9

18.4

19*2

18.8

18.3

14.0

15.9

-

Average Student Credit Hours/
Scheduled and Arranged (SSA)

470.0

252.6

550.7

363.9

589.5

389.0

277.5

-

Average Student Credit Hours/
Scheduled (SS)

470.0

252.6

530.9

363.3

585.4

291.0

274.3

—

TPA denotes professionally active faoulty.
2pi denotes professionally inactive faculty.

(continued)
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Table 31 (continued)
Faculty Work Load Variables for Professionally Active and Professionally Inactive
Population Members by College Affiliation and Academic Rank

Teaching Activity Variable

Average Teaching Activity Per Academic Year
Combined Colleges Subgroup
Full
Assistant
Associate
Instructor
Professor
Professor
Professor
PI
PI
PA
PA.
PA
PI
PA.
PI
(n=8) (n*12)
(n=7)
(n=6)
(n=4)
(fts s 4 )
(n=0)
(ns5)

Number of Classes/Scheduled
and Arranged (CSA)

8.0

6.2

11.0

8.6

8.4

11.5

6.7

-

Number of Classes/Scheduled
(cs)

8.0

5.9

10.6

8.2

7.0

10.2

6.2

-

Number of Class Preparations/
Scheduled and Arranged (PSA.)

6.6

5.5

8.7

7.0

7.8

9.1

6.2

-

Number of Class Preparations/
Scheduled (PS)

6.6

5.2

8.3

6.7

6.4

7.8

5.7

-

Average Credit Hours/
Scheduled and Arranged (HSA)

23.1

15*6

28.8

19.0

21.9

20.8

22.0

—

Average Credit Hours/
Scheduled (HS)

23.1

14.6

27.9

18.0

17.6

16.1

20.3

•

Average Student Credit Hours/
Scheduled and Arranged (SSA.)

556.0

241.9

657.8

348.6

351.6

395.4

269.5

-

Average Student Credit Hours/
Scheduled (SS)

556.0

227.3

639.9

342.1

344.4

359.7

264.6

mm

•f-
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respective ranks.

In the combined colleges, professionally

active instructors and assistant professors had considerably
higher activity levels than professionally inactive faculty
in respective ranks.
professors.

This trend was reversed for associate

In this rank professionally inactive faculty

averaged more classes, class preparations, and student credit
hours per year, but fewer credit hours per year than the
professionally active faculty.
Eelationships Between Faculty
Activities and Rewards
To analyze the relationships between measures of faculty
activity and reward, the faculty population was first divided
into subgroups according to academic rank of hire (AY 1966-67}.
This was done so that any statistical relationships found
between activities and university rewards would be based on
university faculty who had shared similar reward opportu
nities and expectations during the study period.

After

dividing the population by academic rank in AY 1966-67, two
of the resulting four subgroups based on academic rank of
hire were deleted from the analysis as a result of the small
number of faculty in each.

The subgroups composed of

faculty hired as associate professors (n=8) and as full
professors (n=3) were deleted for this reason.

In all, 20

faculty members hired as instructors and 29 faculty members
hired as assistant professors were retained for analysis.
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Sight measures of faculty reward were analyzed.

These

variables were*
1.

Final Salary (F5)

2.

Average Yearly Salary Increment (ASI)

3.

Cumulative Salary Increment (CSI)

4.

Average Yearly Salary, Percentage Increment (API)

5.

Cumulative Salary, Percentage Increment (CPI)

6.

Number of Years in Bank of Hire (YfiH)

7.

Total Number of Promotions (TNP)

8.

Sabbatical Leave Activity (SLA)

Initially, all seven of the professional activity
variables defined in the Methods Chapter were to be analyzed.
However, five of these variables were subsequently deleted
from any independent analysis as a result of an insufficient
number of observations in each.

The two professional activity

variables which were analyzed were*
1.

Faculty Publication Frequency (FPF)

2.

Equated Besearch Load (EHL)

In addition a third variable, representing the sum of each
faculty member's activities in all seven of the professional
activity variables, was analyzed.

This variable was

designated:
3.

Total Professional Activity (TPA)

The TPA variable provides an index of the faculty's total
measured involvement in professional activity.

The variable
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1^8
was used to determine the cumulative effect of professional
activity on the various reward measures.
To determine if the presence of professional activity
was related to high reward levels and its absence to low
reward levels, faculty were dichotomized on each profes
sional activity variable according to whether they had, or
had not, engaged in the activity or activities being meas
ured.

Foint-biserial correlations were calculated between

the three dichotomous professional activity variables (FPF,
iLiiL, TPA) and the following six reward variables:F S , AS I,
CSI, API, CPI, and YiiH.

Chi-square was to be used to test

the relationship between TNP and the dichotomous profes
sional activity variables, however, in each case where TNP
was paired with a professional activity variable low
expected frequencies prohibited the use of the chi-square
test.

As a result, the TNP variable was deleted from the

analysis.
All of the obtained correlation coefficients were
relatively low (Table 32).

None of the positive correlations

reached an acceptable level of statistical significance.
This indicates that there is no relationship between reward
level and the presence, or absence, of professional activity
for faculty hired as instructors or assistant professors.
A second analysis tested the relationship between the
amount of professional activity and the size of university
reward.

Pearson correlations (Table 33) were obtained
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Biserial Coefficients Between Reward Variables and Professional Activity Dichotomies

Faculty Hired as
Instructors (n=20)
Reward Variable

Faculty Hired as
Assistant Professors (n=29)

Equated
Total
Faculty
Equated
Faculty
Total
Publication Research Professional Publication Research Professional
Activity
Load
Frequency
Frequency
Load
Activity
(FPF)
(ERL)
(TPA)
(FPF)
(ERL)
(TPA)

Final Salary (FS)

.000

.192

-.095

.209

.118

.120

Average Yearly Salary
Increment (ASI)

.020

.202

-.073

.071

.313

.116

Cumulative Salary
Increment (CSI)

-.035

.140

-.118

.161

.115

.162

Average Yearly Salary,
Percentage Increment
(API)
Cumulative Salary,
Percentage Increment
(CPI)

-.029

.143

•4"
c*0•
1
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Table 32

.035

.301

.118

.068

.031

-.090

.133

.103

.166

Number of Years in
Rank of Hire (YRH)

-.355

-.211

-.282

-.193

-.157

-.131

vO
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Table 33
Correlation Coefficients Between Reward Variables and Professional Activity Variables

Reward Variable

Faoulty Hired as
Faoulty Hired as
Instructors
Assistant Professors
Faculty
Faculty
Equated
Total
Equated
Total
Publication Research Professional Publication Research Professional
Frequency
Load
Activity
Frequency
Load
Activity
(FPF)
(ERL)
(TPA)
(FPF)
(ERL)
(TPA)
(n=xll)
(ns=ll)
(n=21)
(n=10)
(n=13)
(n=17)

Final Salary (FS)

-.370

-.612*

-.238

.036

•392

.330

Average Yearly Salary
Increment (ASI)

-.241

-.652*

— •225

.135

.237

.286

Cumulative Salary
Increment (CSI)

-.194

-.520

-.157

.198

.220

.202

Average Yearly Salary,
Percentage Increment
(API)
Cumulative Salary,
Percentage Increment
(CPI)

.116

-.545

-.056

.212

.045

.200

.191

-.445

.004

.279

.072

.130

Number of Years in Rank
of Hire (YRH)

.507

.339

-.031

-.618*

.008

.011

.550*

Total Number of
Promotions (TNP)

-.524

-.252

.578**
150

*P<.05; **P<.01

-.040

.612*
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between the professional activity variables and the contin
uous reward variables.

Serial correlations were obtained

between the professional activity variables and the ordinal
TNP variable.

Each correlation included only those faculty

members who participated in the specified professional
activity variable.

It was predicted that the professional

activity variables would be positively related to FS» ASI,
CSI. API, and TNP and negatively related to YBH.
The results show, with four exceptions, that PS, ASI,
CSI, API, CPI, and TNP were negatively related to the profes
sional activity variables (FPF, ERL, and TPA) for faculty
hired as instructors.

Two negative correlations, between

FS-ERL and ASI-ERL, were significant at the .05 probability
level.

On the other hand, YRH was found to be positively

related, to the professional activity variables for faculty
hired as instructors.

One positive correlation, between

YRH-ERL, was significant at the .05 probability level.
As predicted, the results show that FS, ASI, CSI, API,
CPI, and TNP were positively related to the professional
activity variables in the group of faculty hired as assistant
professors.

However, only two of these positive correla

tions, between TNF-ERL (p<.05) and TNP-TPA (p<.01), were
statistically significant.

The Number of Years in Rank of

Hire was found to be negatively related to the professional
activity variables.

One of these correlations, between

YRH-ERL, was significant at the .05 probability level.
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It was found that ten out of ^9 faculty members hired
as instructors and assistant professors had been awarded a
sabbatical leave during the study period.

All ten of the

faculty members who received a sabbatical leave had also
received credit for at least one publication or scholarly
activity during the study period.

In addition, nine had

been credited with some equated research hours.

This last

finding would be expected since equated research hours,
according to university reporting procedures, are credited
to faculty on sabbatical leaves.
Table 3^ reports the point-biserial correlations
between sabbatical leave activity and each professional
activity variable.

The reported, coefficients were obtained

by collapsing the two academic rank of hire subgroups and
deleting faculty who had not engaged in the professional
activity variable being analyzed.

Since SLA is a dichotomy,

point-biserial correlation coefficients were used to estimate
the relationship between sabbatical leave activity and each
of the three professional activity variables.

The coefficient

obtained between SLA and ERL was significant at the .05
probability level for a one-tailed test.

The remaining two

variable pairs, SLA-FPF and SLA-TFA, produced correlations
which were significant at the .01 probability level.
In the final analysis of this section, a stepwise
multiple-regression model was used to determine if the
professional and teaching activity variables could be used
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Table 34
Biserial Coefficients Between Sabbatical Leave Activity
and the Professional Activity Variables

Professional Activity Variable

Sabbatical Leave
Activity

Faculty Publication Frequency (FPF)
(n=28)

.515**

Equated Research Load (ERL)
(n=21)

.428*

Total Professional Activity (TPA)
(n=34)

.712**

*p<.05
**P<.0l
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to predict reward.

Six dependent reward variables were

entered, one-at-a-time, into the multiple-regression equation.
The dependent variables were:
YRH.

FS, ASI, CSI, API, CPI, and

Two sets of independent variables were regressed with

each of the dependent variables.
variables:

One set included the

TPA, CSA, PSA, SSA, and HSA.

included the variables:

The second set

TPA, CS, PS, SS, and HS.

The subgroup of faculty hired as instructors failed to
produce a significant regression coefficient.

In the analysis

of faculty hired as assistant professors, the regression of
Final Salary with Average Number of Classes/Scheduled and
Arranged was significant at the .025 probability level
(Table 35).

The regression of Final Salary with Average

Number of Classes/Scheduled was significant at the .016
probability level.

Finally, the independent regressions of

Cumulative Salary, Percentage Increment with Average Credit
Hours/Scheduled and Arranged and with Average Credit Hours/
Scheduled were significant at the .052 and .055 probability
levels, respectively.
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Table 35

Significant Regression Coefficients from Stepwise Multiple-Regression Analysis of
Reward on Professional Activity and Teaching Activity for Those Hired as
Assistant Professors (N=*29)

Dependent Variable is Final Salary (FS)
Independent Variable

Regression

standard

[b )

Error

Average Number of Classes/
Scheduled and Arranged (CSA)
Constanta 16 ,4*1-9
r=.413
cr^=l ,065.59

~.263.31

111.68

5.5 6

.025

Average Number of Classes/
Scheduled (CS)
Constanta16,46l
r=.442
cr-gal ,049.51

-.278.20

108.59

6.56

.015

F

Probability

Dependent Variable is Cumulative Salary
Percentage Increment (CPI)
Average Credit Hours/
Scheduled and Arranged (HSA)
Constant=40.27
^=•363
o-e=17.26

1.33

0.65

4.00

.052

Average Credit Hours/
Scheduled (HS)
Constanta40,54
1^.359
^=17.28

1.39

0.70

3.98

.055
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DISCUSSION
Relationships Between Faculty Professional
Research Activities
Seven variables were used to measure faculty
professional activity at the university.

Of these seven

professional activities, the largest number of faculty
in the population were found to have published.

An

examination of the statistics based on the Faculty
Publication Frequency shows that 37 members of the popula
tion (6l.7$) had at least one article, musical composition,
or other professional creation published during the study
period.

The second largest group of faculty reported

some research or other scholarly activity in credit hour
equivalents.

Even though data on Equated Research Load

was available for only three semesters, over half of the
population (53*3%) had reported some time devoted to
research and scholarly activities.

It should be noted

that the Equated Research Load is an estimate of the time
devoted to research and scholarly activity each semester.
Therefore, if the Equated Research Load had been reported
for each semester of the eight-year study period, the
number of faculty engaged in some form of research or
scholarly activity should have been equal to, or greater
than, the number of publishers.
The statistics show that the next largest group of
faculty participated in submitting grant proposals for

156
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university faculty research funds/fellowships.

Twenty-

three members of the population (38.3/0 submitted at
least one such research proposal during the study.
Nineteen of the 23 faculty who submitted internal proposals
(31.7$ of the population) received university research
funding.

Eighteen members of the population (30.0$) had

prepared written research proposals for external funding.
Thirteen members of the population (21.?$) participated
in chairing graduate dissertation, specialist, and thesis
committees, and twelve members of the population (20.0$)
had received externally supported grants for research.
As expected, proportionally more of the faculty in
the College of Arts and Sciences engaged in each profes
sional activity than did faculty in the combined colleges
subgroup.

Of the 34 population members in the Arts and

Sciences subgroup, 79*4$ published and 58.8$ reported
research credit hours equivalents.

Fifty percent of the

subgroup submitted internal fellowship and grant proposals:
44.1$ of the subgroup received university research funds.
Slightly fewer, 41.2$ of the subgroup, submitted external
research proposals:
research funds.

26.5$ of the subgroup received external

Finally, 29.4$ of the Arts and Sciences

faculty chaired at least one graduate committee.

In compar

ison, 38.5^ of the 26 faculty members in the combined
colleges subgroup published and 46.2$ reported research
activity.

Twenty-three percent of the faculty in the
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combined colleges subgroup submitted, internal research
proposals, 1

received university funding for internal

proposals, 15*^% submitted external research proposals, and
11.5% received external research funding.

Finally, 11.5%

of the combined colleges subgroup chaired at least one
graduate committee during the study period.
.Although professionally active faculty were predominantly
from the College of Arts and Sciences, the results show
that over the eight-year study period the combined colleges
subgroup had the highest activity levels on four of the
professional activity variables.

For example, combined

colleges faculty who published had a median publication
frequency of k.5 publications.

In comparison, Arts and

Sciences faculty who published had a median activity level
of 3.0 publications.

Combined colleges faculty also had

a higher average equated hour research load (10.2) and, on
the average, chaired more graduate committees (3*0) than
did faculty in the Arts and Sciences subgroup (9.6 and 2.5»
respectively).

While internal proposal writers in the

Arts and Sciences and combined colleges subgroups, on the
average, submitted an equal number of internal fellowship
and grant proposals (2.2 for both subgroups), the results
show that combined colleges faculty averaged more univer
sity awarded fellowships and grants (2.5) than did Arts
and Sciences faculty (1.5)•

In contrast, faculty from

the Arts and Sciences subgroup averaged both more
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submissions of proposals and awards of grants externally
funded than did those faculty in the combined colleges
subgroup.
The first hypothesis tested states that faculty who
engage in one form of professional activity tend to be
active in other kinds of professional activity.

To test

this hypothesis the professional activity variables were
dichotomized according to whether each population member
had, or had not, engaged in the activity being measured.
Each variable was then paired with the other six variables
and phi coefficients were computed for each relationship.
The resulting 21 phi coefficients were positive.

Five of

these correlations were significant at the .05 probability
level, 15 were significant at the .01 level, and one, between
Research Proposals Submitted— External Support and Equated
Research Load, was not significant.
The significant positive correlations support the
hypothesis.

The results show that faculty who engaged in

one professional activity also tended to be active in
other professional activities.

The nonsignificant relation

ship between PAE and ERL may be accounted for by the fact
that faculty who received external research support during
the eight-year study period did not receive credit for
research when the Equated Research Load data was collected
in the Fall semesters of 1971, 1972, and 1973, rather than
over the entire eight-year study period.
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Secondly, it was hypothesized that measures of
professional activity should he interrelated in a positive
linear fashion such that increases in one faculty activity
are associated with increases in other professional
activities.

To test this hypothesis, rho coefficients were

computed for each of the 21 pair-wise combinations of the
seven professional activity variables.

Faculty were

included in the computation of each rho coefficient if
they had engaged in both professional activity variables
being correlated.
In general, the results indicate that there is
little, if any, positive linear relationship between the
professional activity variables.

Eighteen of the 21 correla

tions did not support the hypothesis.

Only three positive

correlations were statistically significant.

Two of

these positive correlations, between PSI-PAI (p<01) and
PSE-PAE (p<.05), were artifactual relationships.

Both

variable pairs would be expected to yield high correlations,
since research funding is predicated upon the number and
quality of submitted research proposals.

The only other

statistically significant positive correlation was between
Faculty Research Fund/Fellowship Proposals Accepted— Internal
Support and Faculty Publication Frequency (p<l05).
Several of the correlations between the professional
activity variables were negative.

The most notable of

these negative correlations was between Faculty Research
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Fund/Fellowship Proposals Submitted— Internal Support and
Graduate Dissertation, Specialist, and Thesis Committees
Chaired.

The correlation for this variable pair was -.?8

(the other negative correlations were comparatively low;
four were less than -.10 and three were less than -.25).
This finding appears to be inconsistent with the significant
positive phi coefficient previously reported between PSI
and GCC.

In fact, the findings are not incompatible, since

the two coefficients were used to test different aspects
of the relationship between the professional activity
variables.

The positive phi coefficient indicates that

faculty who submitted internal university research proposals
also tended to chair graduate committees.

On the other

hand, the negative rho coefficient, based on faculty who
engaged in both of these professional activities, indicates
that the number of graduate committees chaired tended to
decrease as the number of submitted research proposals
increased.
It seems likely that faculty members who receive
financial support will tend to continue to submit proposals,
while those who do not receive financial support will tend
to discontinue this activity.

Based on this assumption, it

was hypothesized that faculty who receive financial support
for proposals submitted during their first year of proposalwriting activity should tend to continue submitting proposals
while faculty who do not receive financial support should
tend to discontinue submitting proposals.
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This hypothesis was tested independently for writers
of proposals for internal and external support, respec
tively.

Froposal writers were defined as successful if

they had received financial support for at least one
proposal submitted during their first year of proposal
activity.

They were defined as unsuccessful if they had

not received financial support during their first year of
proposal activity.
four categories:

Proposal writers were distributed into
successful/continued submitting proposals,

successful/did not continue submitting proposals,
unsuccessful/continued submitting proposals, and
unsuccessful/did not continue submitting proposals.

The

resulting frequency distributions suggested that an
interaction did exist between the faculty member’s initial
success and his decision to continue submitting proposals.
For example, seven of nine successful proposals writers
continued submitting internal proposals and six of ten
successful proposal writers continued submitting external
proposals.

However, Finney’s table of significance levels

for the Fisher-Yates nonparametric test indicated that the
difference in the proportions of faculty falling in the
four outcome categories was not significant for either
frequency distribution.

Based on these findings, the

hypothesis must be rejected for both groups of proposal
writers.
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Relationships Between Faculty Rewards
Starting salary in the population increased as
academic rank of hire rose.

When hired in AY 1966-67,

instructors received an average salary of $7.4-75. assistant
professors averaged $8,774-, associate professors averaged
§11,390, and full professors averaged $16,330.

The

average salary increase, as measured “by Average Salary
Increment (ASI) and Cumulative Salary Increment (CSI),
also tended to grow larger as academic rank of hire rose.
Population members hired as instructors had a mean ASI
of $892 and a mean CSI of $6 ,156, assistant professors had
a mean ASI of $883 and a mean CSI of §5 .830, associate
professors had a mean ASI of $94-2 and a mean CSI of $6,4-89.
and full professors had a mean ASI of $1,258 and a mean
CSI of $8 ,768.
In contrast, the average percentage salary increase,
as measured by Average Yearly Salary, Percentage Increment
(API) and Cumulative Salary, Percentage Increment (CPI),
grew smaller as academic rank of hire rose.

Faculty

hired as instructors had a mean API of 9.2$ and a mean
CPI of 79*6$, assistant professors had a mean API of 8.2$
and a mean CPI of 67.9$. associate professors had a mean
API of 6 .8$ and a mean CPI of 58.0$, and full professors
had a mean API of 6.3$ and a mean CPI of 53*1$.

The

decrease in mean API and CPI as academic rank of hire rose
is normal, since there was more variability in the yearly
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salary increase and cumulative salary increase in each
successively lower academic rank of hire.

Faculty hired

in at a low rank and salary level, but who advanced to a
high rank and salary level, received a relatively large
percentage salary increase in comparison to faculty who
were hired at a higher academic rank.

This tended to

inflate the average yearly and cumulative salary increase
in the junior academic ranks of hireThe results show that the average number of years
spent in rank of hire by population members increased with
rank.

Instructors averaged 3-7 years in rank of hire,

assistant professors averaged 5 *^ years in rank of hire,
and associate professors averaged 6.0 years in rank of hire.
These results were expected, since the university’s
promotion policy specifies that faculty promoted to the
rank of assistant professor must serve in rank as instructor
for at least two years and those promoted to the rank of
associate professor must serve in rank as assistant
professor for at least five years.

A breakdown of Total

Number of Promotions by academic rank of hire shows that
12 population members or 60.0% of those hired as instructors
received one promotion in rank, and eight (40.0$) received
two promotions in rank.

Six faculty or 20.0$ of those

hired as assistant professors were not promoted during the
study period, 20 received one promotion (69.0$), and three
received two promotions (10.3$).

Of the faculty hired as
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associate professors, three were not promoted (37.5%)• and
five received one promotion in rank (62.2%).
As expected, a correlational analysis showed that the
four salary increase variables— Average Yearly Salary
Increment (ASI), Cumulative Salary Increment (CSI), Average
Yearly Salary, Percentage Increment (API), and Cumulative
Salary, Percentage Increment (CPI)— were highly related in
the population.

Each of the six possible pairings of the

four variables produced a significant positive correlation
(p<.Cx).

The two promotion in rank variables were also

found to be highly related.

Since the number of possible

promotions and the number of years spent in rank of hire
depends, to a great extent, on the academic rank of hire,
the correlational analysis of Total Number of Promotions
(TNP) and Number of Years in Rank of Hire (YRH) was controlled
by academic rank of hire.

A significant negative correla

tion (p<01) between TNP and YRH was obtained for
population members hired as instructors and for those hired
as assistant professors.

Although not analyzed, a signifi

cant negative correlation between TNP and YRH for faculty
hired as associate professors would also be expected.

This

would occur since associates who were promoted during the
study spent eight or fewer years in rank, while those not
promoted were assigned a value of eight years in rank.
Results for the college affiliation subgroups suggest
that combined colleges faculty hired as instructors and
assistant professors received higher salary increases than
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Arts and Sciences faculty in respective ranks.

On the

other hand, the results suggest that Arts and Sciences
faculty hired as instructors and assistant professors were
promoted through the ranks faster than combined colleges
faculty in respective ranks.
In the combined colleges subgroup, faculty hired as
instructors and assistant professors received a larger mean
ASI, CSI, API, and CPI than did Arts and Sciences faculty
in respective ranks.

The only exception to this generaliza

tion was the mean CSI received by combined colleges faculty
hired as assistant professors.

In this case, the average

CSI was slightly lower for those hired as assistant
professors in the combined colleges subgroup than for those
in the Arts and Sciences subgroup.

The largest differences

between the two college affiliation subgroups were found
for faculty hired as instructors.

In the combined colleges

subgroup faculty hired as instructors had a mean ASI of $961,
a mean CSI of $6 ,652, a mean API of 9.7%, and a mean CPI
of 83.5^*

In comparison, Arts and Sciences faculty hired

as instructors had a mean ASI of $790, a mean CSI of
$5.^11. a mean API of 8.k%, and a mean CPI of 73*6^.
Although the results suggest that combined colleges
faculty hired as associate and full professors also
received larger salary increases than those in the Arts
and Sciences, the combined colleges statistics were based
on a relatively small number of faculty and, therefore,
may not be reliable.
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Comparing promotions over the eight-year period shows
that faculty hired as instructors and assistant professors
in the Arts and Sciences subgroup were more likely to be
promoted into the higher ranks and spend less time in rank
of hire than combined colleges faculty in respective
academic ranks of hire.

For example, of the 26 faculty

hired as instructor or assistant professor in the Arts and
Sciences subgroup, 20 had been promoted to associate or
full professor by AY 1973-7^.

Of the 23 faculty hired as

instructor or assistant professor in the combined colleges
subgroup, 11 had been promoted to associate or full
professor by AY 1973-7^.

Thus, in comparison, 77-0% of the

Arts and Sciences faculty were promoted to associate or
full professor, while only ^7-8% of the combined colleges
faculty received such promotions.

As would be expected,

on the basis of the above findings, Arts and Sciences
faculty hired as instructors and assistant professors
averaged fewer years in rank of hire than combined colleges
faculty in respective ranks.

Arts and Sciences instructors

averaged 3*1 years

in rank of hire and assistant professors

averaged 5*0 years

in rank of hire.

combined colleges instructors
hire and assistant

In comparison,

averaged k.2 years inrank of

professors averaged 6.0 years inrank

of hire.
Faculty hired as associate professors averaged 7-5
years in rank in the Arts and Sciences subgroup and 2.0
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years in rank in the combined colleges subgroup, the
latter finding being based on only two faculty members.
Both individuals probably received credit for prior
service at other institutions.
It was hypothesized that the salary increase
variables— Average Yearly Salary Increment (ASI), Cumula
tive Salary Increment (CSI), Average Yearly Salary,
Percentage Increment (API), and Cumulative, Percentage
Increment (CPI)— should be negatively related to Number of
Years in Rank of Hire (YRH) and positively related to
Total Number of Promotions (TNP).

The analysis was

controlled for academic rank of hire.

Full professors were

not analyzed since they could not advance in rank.
Faculty hired as instructors and assistant professors were
analyzed in the Arts and Sciences and combined colleges
subgroups.

Faculty hired as associate professors were not

analyzed in the college affiliation subgroups due to the
small number of faculty in the combined colleges subgroup
hired as associate professors.
In the analysis of population members hired as
associate professors, a nonsignificant negative correlation
was obtained between YRH and each of the salary increase
variables.

A positive correlation was obtained between

TNP and each of the salary increase variables.

Only one

of these correlations, between TNP and CSI, was significant
(p<.0i).

Contrary to the prediction, the relationship
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between TNF and API produced a low negative correlation
(-.08).

The generally nonsignificant results were probably

attributable to the small number of faculty analyzed (8)
and the minimal amount of variability, previously noted,
in each salary increase variable for this rank of hire.
As a result of the contrast between the correlations
between TNP-CSI (.78) and TNF-AFI (-.08) a closer look at
both relationships is warranted.

The salary data shows

that faculty hired as associate professors who were not
promoted during the study period had a cumulative salary
increase from AY 1966-67 through AY 1973-7^ o f at most
£6,516 while those who were promoted had a cumulative salary
increase during the same period of at least £6,4^0 or more.
This resulted in a large positive biserial correlation
between TNP and CSI.

The data also shows that associate

professors who were not promoted had a lower starting salary
in AY 1966-67 ($11,000 or less) than associate professors
who were promoted (£11,000 or more).

In terms of the API,

the generally small yearly salary increases received by
associate professors who were not promoted were divided by
their also low starting salaries and resulted in large
percentage increase values.

On the other hand, the

generally large yearly salary increases received by those
who were promoted were divided by their large starting
salaries and resulted in small percentage increase values.
This was reflected in the low negative correlation between
TNP and API.
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In the analysis of population members hired as
assistant professors, significant negative correlations
were obtained between YBH and each of the salary increase
variables.

The negative correlation between YRE and API

was significant at the .05 probability level and the
correlations obtained between YBH and ASI, CSI, and CPI
were significant at the .01 probability level.

A signifi

cant positive correlation was obtained between TNP and
each of the four salary increase variables.

The positive

correlations between TNP and AFI was significant at the
.05 probability level and the correlations between TNP and
ASI, CSI, and CPI were significant at the .01 probability
level.
In the two college affiliation subgroups the relation
ships for faculty hired as assistant professors were in
the predicted direction; however, not all of the correlations
were significant.

In the Arts and Sciences subgroup

significant correlations were obtained for YRH-ASI (p-COl)
and YRH-CSI (p"C05).

Positive correlations were obtained

between TNP and ASI, CSI, API, and CPI.

These correlations

were significant at the .01 probability level.

In the

combined colleges subgroup, significant negative correlations
were obtained for YRH-ASI (p<.05), YRH-CSI (p<.01), and
YRH-CPI (p<.0l).

In addition, the positive correlations

for TNP-CSI and TNP-CPI were significant at the .05
probability level.
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The analysis of population members hired as instructors
produced only two significant correlations.
obtained for TNP-ASI and TNP-CSI (p<05).

These were
In the Arts and

Sciences subgroup, four significant correlations were
obtained.

These included negative correlations between

YRH-ASI and YRH-CSI (p<.05) and positive correlations
between TNP-CSI (p<.05) and TNF-ASI (p<.01).

In contrast,

none of the correlations between salary increase and
promotion in rank variables were significant in the combined
colleges subgroup.
Based on the findings discussed above, the hypothesis
cannot be accepted or rejected, per se.

The extent of the

relationships between the salary increase and promotion in
rank variables appears to depend on the type of salary
increase measures used and the faculty’s academic rank of
hire.

Three general conclusions, pertaining to these

relationships, can be drawn.
1.

The salary increase and promotion in rank
variables tend to be more closely related for
faculty hired as assistant professors than for
faculty hired as instructors or associate
professors.

2.

The salary increase and promotion in rank
variables appear to be more closely related
for faculty in the Arts and Sciences subgroup
than for faculty in the combined colleges.
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Measures of salary increase based on average
and cumulative dollar increases tend to be
more highly related to promotion in rank than
measures of salary increase based on average and
cumulative percentage increases-

Finding number 3 suggests that, in future studies of
this nature, measures based on dollar increases should be
given preference over measures based on percentage increments.
The interaction between starting salary and salary increase
in the calculation of the percentage increment variables
appears to mask differences between salary increases and,
therefore, reduces the measures’ sensitivity.
It was also hypothesized that Sabbatical Leave Activity
(SLA) should be positively related to each salary increase
variable and negatively related to the number of years in rank
of hire.

To test this hypothesis, the sabbatical leave recip

ients in the population were placed in a high or low reward
category for each of the variables:
YRH.

ASI, CSI, API, CPI, and

If the hypothesis is true, it was assumed that a propor

tionally greater number of sabbatical leave recipients would
fall in the high reward category for each variable as opposed
to the low reward category.

However, for each of the variables

tested, a nearly equal number of faculty fell in the high and
low reward categories.

Thus, it appears that there is no rela

tionship between the awarding of sabbatical leaves and the
size of salary increase or the number of years spent in rank
of hire.
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Relationships Between Professional
Activities and Teaching Load
Studies at other universities have shown that research
and other types of professional activity increased as academic
rank of hire rose (Fischer, 1965; Hilgert, 196^; Hayes, 1971;
and Sample, 1972).

As a result, it was hypothesized that

professional activity should increase with rank.

In general,

the results based on population members who served as instruc
tors, assistant professors, and associate professors support
the hypothesis.

For four of the six professional activity

variables analyzed the number of active faculty and their
average activity level increased with rank.
were:

These variables

Faculty Publication Frequency; Research Proposals

Submitted— External Support; Research Proposals AcceptedExternal Support: snd Graduate Dissertation, Specialist and
Thesis Committees Chaired.
activity variables were:

The remaining two professional
Faculty Research Fund/Fellowship,

Grant Proposals Submitted— Internal Support and Faculty
Research Fund/Fellowship, Grant Proposals Accepted— Internal
Support.

For these two variables, the number of active

faculty increased with rank, however, the average activity
level for associate professors was slightly lower than the
average activity level for assistant professors.

This last

finding does not appear to indicate a decrease in professional
interest, but may be evidence of a switch in emphasis from
internal to external proposal activity in the higher academic
ranks.
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The comparison of college affiliation subgroups
shows that instructors, assistant professors, and associate
professors in the Arts and Sciences subgroup were more
involved in professional activity than faculty in respective
ranks of the combined colleges subgroup.

Proportionally

more Arts and Sciences faculty in each academic rank were
active in the professional activity variables than combined
colleges faculty in respective ranks.

Generally, profession

ally active Arts and Sciences faculty also had higher
average activity levels than their colleagues in the
combined colleges subgroup
Fischer (1965), Hilgert (196^), and Sample (1972)
believe that as faculty advance in rank and become more
involved in research activity, their instructional activities
decrease.

Ayer (1929) reported that a teacher's median

class load declined by as much as five credit hours as
the individual progressed from instructor to full professor.
Based on this, it was hypothesized that teaching activity
in the population should decrease as academic rank increased.
The results for the population show that the relation
ship between teaching activity and academic rank was, in
general, curvilinear in nature.

Full professors, generally,

had lower teaching activity levels than associate professors.
Associate professors, in turn, had lower teaching activity
levels than assistant professors. On the other hand,
instructors generally had only slightly higher teaching
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activity levels than full professors.

Average Number of

Classes/Scheduled (CS), Average Number of Class Preparations/
Scheduled (PS), Average Credit Hours/Scheduled (HS), and
Average Student Credit Hours/Scheduled (SS) are the best
index of the change in teaching activity as academic rank
increased.

For example, average CS and PS increased from

6.6 and 5*4, respectively, for instructors to 7*6 and 6.2,
respectively, for assistant professors.

Average CS and PS

then decreased to 6.9 and 5*8, respectively, for associate
professors and 5*8 and 5*6 , respectively, for full professors.
Average HS was higher in the ranks of instructor and
assistant professor (19*0 and 20.3, respectively) than in
the ranks of associate professor and full professor (17.6
and 17.8, respectively).

Finally, average student credit

hours, like average number of classes and preparations,
were curvilinearly related to academic rank.

Average SS was

384.8 for instructors, 487.0 for assistant professors, 497*4
for associate professors, and 263-3 for full professors.
Generally, with the exception of instructors, the
population data supports the hypothesis.

Of the three

highest academic ranks, full professors were least involved
in scheduled teaching activity.

Following full professors,

in order, were associate professors and assistant professors.
In contrast, instructors, like full professors, had
relatively low teaching activity levels.

The low teaching

activity levels in the rank of instructor may reflect a
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period during which newly hired instructors adjust to their
academic duties and, in turn, are evaluated by the univer
sity.

This would account for the large increase in teaching

activity observed when rank increased from instructor to
assistant professor.
As noted in the results, arranged teaching activity
tended to increase with academic rank.

Using Average Number

of Classes/Scheduled and Arranged (CSA) as an example, it
was found that in the population arranged teaching activity
represented 1.3% of the average CSA for instructors, 2.4$
of the average CSA for assistant professors, 9.1% of the
average CSA for associate professors, and 10.2$ of the
average CSA for full professors.

Arranged class preparations,

credit hours, and student credit hours were also found to
increase with academic rank.

These findings show that faculty

in the population became increasingly involved in independent
studies and seminars as they advanced in rank.

This would

be expected since individuals in the senior ranks are more
likely to qualify as members of the graduate faculty and,
therefore, participate in more differentiated instructional
functions.

This finding supports the earlier conclusion

that professional activity increases with academic rank.
In general, the results in the college affiliation
subgroups support the conclusions drawn for the population.
However, there were some differences between the two sub
groups.

First, average number of classes and preparations
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were lower for each rank in the Arts and Sciences subgroup
than for respective ranks in the combined colleges subgroup.
For example, Arts and Sciences instructors had an average
CS of 6.4 and an average FS of 4.8; assistant professors had
averages of 6.5 and 5«3i respectively; associate professors
had averages of 6.3 and 5*3. respectively; and full profes
sors had averages of 5*6 and 5*5» respectively.

In comparison,

combined colleges instructors had an average CS of 6.8 and
an average FS of 5*8; assistant professors had averages of
9.2 and 7.3. respectively; associate professors had averages
of 8.3 and 7.0, respectively; and full professors had
averages of 6.2 and 5*7. respectively.
Secondly, in the combined colleges subgroup, average
HS increased from 18.2 credit hours for instructors to 22.0
credit hours for assistant professors.

Average HS decreased

to 17.0 credit hours for associate professors and then in
creased to 20.3 for full professors.

In contrast, instructors

in the Arts and Sciences subgroup had the highest average
HS (20.3).

They were followed by assistant professors

(19.1), associate professors (17-9), and full professors
(15.9)*

Thus, in the Arts and Sciences subgroup average HS

decreased by 4.4 credit hours as rank increased from
instructor to full professor.
Finally, Arts and Sciences faculty in each rank averaged
more student credit hours per academic year than combined
colleges faculty in respective academic ranks.

For example,
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instructors in the Arts and Sciences subgroup averaged
415.7 scheduled student credit hours, assistant professors
averaged 506.1, associate professors averaged 559.8, and full
professors averaged 274.3*

In contrast, instructors in the

combined colleges subgroup averaged 364.3 scheduled student
credit hours, assistant professors averaged 461.2, associate
professors averaged 350*6 and full professors averaged 264.6.
The effect of research and other professional activities
on teaching load was studied by comparing the average teach
ing activity of professionally active faculty to that of
professionally inactive faculty*

Evenden, Gamble, and Blue

(1933) concluded that within each rank active researchers
were also active teachers.

Their results showed that teach

ing clock-hours were only slightly reduced for faculty engaged
in research as opposed to those not engaged in research.

In

this study, it was hypothesized that professionally active
and inactive faculty within each academic rank should be
equally involved in teaching activity.
In the previous analysis it was found that the average
teaching activity levels differed for the Arts and Sciences
and combined colleges subgroups.

As a result, only findings

based on the comparison of professionally active and inactive
faculty in the two college affiliation subgroups will be
discussed.

The academic ranks of instructor, assistant

professor, and associate professor were analyzed.

The

results show that in the Arts and Sciences subgroup, pro
fessionally active faculty in each of the three academic
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ranks had higher average teaching activity levels than pro
fessionally inactive faculty in respective academic ranks.
Based on scheduled teaching activity, for example, profes
sionally active instructors averaged 2.0 more classes, 0.5
more class preparations, 2.5 more credit hours, and 217*6
more student credit hours than professionally inactive
instructors.

Professionally active assistant professors in

the Arts and Sciences subgroup averaged 0.7 more classes,
0.7 more class preparations, 0.^ more credit hours, and
167.6 more student credit hours than professionally inactive
assistant professors.

Finally, professionally active

associate professors averaged 2.9 more classes, 1.7 more
class preparations,

3 more credit hours, and 29^.^ more

student credit hours than professionally inactive associate
professors.
As in the Arts and Sciences subgroup, professionally
active instructors and assistant professors in the combined
colleges subgroup had higher average teaching activity
levels than professionally inactive colleagues in respective
ranks.

Again using the four variables based on scheduled

teaching activity as examples, professionally active instruc
tors averaged 2.1 more classes, 1.^ more class preparations,
8.5 more credit hours, and 328.7 more student credit hours
than professionally inactive instructors.

Professionally

active assistant professors averaged 2.4- more classes, 1.6
more class preparations, 9*9 more credit hours, and 297*8
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more student credit hours than professionally inactive
assistant professors.

In all "but one case, this trend was

reversed for associate professors in the combined colleges
subgroup.

While professionally active associate professors

averaged slightly more credit hours per year, they averaged
fewer classes, class preparations, and student credit hours
than professionally inactive associate professors.

Profes

sionally active associate professors averaged 1.5 more credit
hours, but 3-2 fewer classes, 1.4 fewer class preparations,
and 15*3 fewer student credit hours than professionally
inactive associate professors.
The results show that professionally active and in
active faculty members were not equally involved in teaching
activity at the university.
be rejected.

Therefore, the hypothesis must

In the Arts and Sciences subgroup, profes

sionally active faculty were involved in more teaching
activity than their professionally inactive colleagues.

This

tentatively suggests that the teacher's enthusiasm for his
job determines his work characteristics and that an active
researcher will also tend to be a highly active teacher.

In

the combined colleges subgroup, professionally active instruc
tors and assistant professors also had higher teaching activity
levels than professionally inactive faculty.

In the rank of

associate professor, professionally active faculty generally
had lower activity levels than professionally inactive faculty.
While these results suggest that, at least in the junior ranks,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

professionally active faculty are the most active teachers,
further study of these relationships should be based on an
independent analysis of each college.
Belationships Between Faculty
Activities and Rewards
A number of researchers suggest that despite goals
proclaiming dedication to teaching excellence, many state
universities base faculty rewards primarily on the evalu
ation of professional productivity as opposed to teaching
ability (Astin & Lee, 1966; Caplow & McGee, 1958; Ladd &
Lipset, 1976; Martin & Berry, 1969; Miller, 197*0.

If

research and other professional activities are the primary
reward criterion used at the university studied, then it
was hypothesized that professionally active faculty should
tend to be more highly rewarded than professionally inactive
faculty.

Secondly, it was hypothesized that reward should

increase relative to increases in professional activity.
Three professional activity variables.and., eight reward
variables were used at various points in the analysis of
these two hypotheses.

Two of the professional activity

variables were Faculty Publication Frequency (FFF) and
Equated Research Load (ERL).

Of the original seven, these

were the only two professional activity variables Independ
ently analyzed.

The remaining five professional activity

variables had to be deleted from the analysis as a result
of the small number of observations in each.

The third
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professional activity variable studied was designated Total
Professional Activity (TPA).

The TPA variable was based on

the sum of each faculty member’s activities in the seven
original professional activity categories.

It was developed

as an index of the faculty’s overall involvement in the
research and scholarly activities measured.
reward variables were:

The eight

Final Salary (FS), Average Salary

Increment (ASI), Cumulative Salary Increment (CSI), Average
Yearly Salary, Percentage Increment (API), Cumulative
Salary, Percentage Increment (CPI), Total Number of Promo
tions (TNP), Number of Years in Hank of Hire (YRH), and
Sabbatical Leave Activity (SLA).

In all but one case, the

results are based on the independent analysis of two academic
ranks of hire.

These were the ranks of instructor and assis

tant professor.

The one exception was the analysis of

Sabbatical Leave Activity, for which the two ranks of hire
were combined.
To test the first hypothesis, the faculty were dichoto
mized for each professional activity variable according to
whether they had, or had not, engaged in the activity
measured.

Biserial correlations were calculated between the

three dichotomous activity variables and the following six
reward variables:

FS, ASI, CSI, API, CPI, and YRH.

Accord

ing to the hypothesis, faculty who participated in the
professional activities should have had higher final salaries
and larger salary increases, but spent fewer years in rank
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of hire, than faculty who did not participate in the profes
sional activities.

The results do not support the hypothesis.

Over the eight-year study, there were no significant differ
ences in reward between professionally active and inactive
faculty.

As a result, it appears that professional activity

is not the primary reward criteria at the "university studied.
To test the hypothesis that faculty rewards increase
relative to the faculty's involvement in professional
activity, the three professional activity variables (FPF,
ERL, and TPA) were correlated with all seven reward variables
(FS, ASI, CSI, API, CPI, YRH, and TNP).

Faculty were included

in each correlation if they had participated in the specified
professional activity.

As before, faculty hired as instruc

tors and assistant professors were analyzed independently.
According to the hypothesis, the three professional activity
variables should be positively related to FS, ASI, CSI, API,
CPI, and TNP and negatively related to YRH.
Three significant correlations were reported which
support the hypothesis.

All three were from the analysis

of faculty hired as assistant professors.

As predicted,

Equated Research Load was negatively correlated to Years in
Rank of Hire (-.62) and positively correlated to Total
Number of Promotions (-55)*

Both correlations were signifi

cant at the .05 probability level.

In addition, the positive

correlation between Total Professional Activity and Total
Number of Promotions (-58) was significant at the .01
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probability level.

Thus, within the group of faculty hired

as assistant professors, there was a tendency for the number
of promotions to increase and the number of years in rank of
hire to decrease as overall professional activity rose.

The

nonsignificant correlations between Faculty Publication
Frequency and Number of Years in Rank of Hire and Total
Number of Promotions indicate that faculty publications,
alone, did not significantly affect faculty promotions.

As

predicted, final salaries (as measured by the FS variable)
and average salary increases (as measured by the ASI, CSI,
A FI, and CPI variables) for professionally active faculty
hired as assistant professors were positively related to the
three professional activity variables.

However, none of

these correlations were significant.
In the previous analysis of faculty hired as assistant
professors, it was reported that rewards did not differ
significantly between those who engaged in the three pro
fessional activities and those who did not.

As s. result,

it m s concluded that professional activity was not the
primary reward criteria used at the university to evaluate
faculty.

As discussed in the previous paragraph, within the

group of professionally active faculty hired as assistant
professors, the years spent in rank of hire decreased and
the number of promotions increased as equated research load
and total professional activity increased.

The most likely

explanation for these seemingly contradictory findings is
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that professional activity, while not a requisite for promo
tion to the senior academic ranks, is a positive influence
on such promotions among faculty who are professionally
active.

This conclusion is supported by the university’s

promotion policy (1973. Appendix A) which states that, in
addition to the merit requirements necessary for promotion
in the junior ranks, faculty eligible for promotion to asso
ciate professor and full professor should demonstrate
”special attainments, skills, or experience particularly
valuable to the discipline.11
Within the group of professionally active faculty
hired as instructors, the three professional activity
variables were, in most cases, negatively related to FS,
ASI, CSI, API, CPI, and TNP and positively related to YRH.
Several of these correlations were relatively large.

For

example, the negative correlations between Equated Research
Load and FS, ASI, CSI, API, CPI, and TNP ranged from -.52
to -.65; the positive correlation between Equated Research
Load and YRH was .61.

Two of the negative correlations,

between ERL—FS and ERL-ASI, were statistically significant
at the .05 probability level.

The positive correlation,

between ERL-YRH, was also significant at the .05 level.
These results do not support the hypothesis.

Since the

majority of faculty hired as instructors were promoted in rank
to assistant professors, but not further during the study,
the results suggest that professional activity has a negative
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effect on promotions in rank from instructor to assistant
professor.

This may reflect the university’s emphasis on

teaching in the ranks of instructor and assistant professor.
Unfortunately, since measures of teaching ability were
unavailable for study, a definite conclusion concerning this
possibility cannot be drawn at this time.
As expected, those faculty members who received
sabbatical leaves were also professionally active.

Since

only 10 of the ^9 faculty members hired as instructors and
assistant professors had received sabbatical leaves during
the study, the two academic ranks of hire were collapsed for
the analysis of the relationships between the three profes
sional activity variables (FPF, ERL, and TPA) and Sabbatical
Leave Activity.

Nine of the ten sabbatical leave recipients

also had reported research and other scholarly activity.
All ten published during the study period and, of course, all
contributed to the Total Professional Activity variable.
Biserial correlations were calculated between each of the
three professional activity variables and the dichotomous
SLA variable.

Faculty were included in each correlation if

they had participated in the professional activity being
analyzed.

According to the hypothesis, sabbatical leave

awards should be positively related to professional activity.
The results support the hypothesis.

A significant positive

correlation of .52 (p<^0l) was obtained between FPF and SLA,
a positive correlation of .^3 (p<«05) fra-s obtained between

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

18?

ERL and SLA, and a positive correlation of .71 (p<.01) was
obtained between TPA and SLA.
A stepwise multiple-regression model was used to
determine if professional and teaching activity variables
could be used to predict reward.

Population members hired

as instructors and assistant professors were analyzed in
dependently.

Six dependent reward variables were evaluated.

These variables were:

PS, ASI, CSI, API, CPI, and YRH.

Two

sets of independent variables were regressed with each of
the dependent variables.

One set included Total Professional

Activity (TPA), Average Number of Classes/Scheduled and
Arranged (CSA), Average Number of Class Preparations/Scheduled
and Arranged (PSA), Average Credit Hours/Scheduled and
Arranged (HSA), and Average Student Credit Hours/Scheduled
and Arranged (SSA).

The second set included Total Professional

Activity (TPA), Average Number of Classes/Scheduled (CS),
Average Number of Class Preparations/Scheduled (PS), Average
Credit Hours/Scheduled (HS), and Average Student Credit Hours/
Scheduled (SS).

None of the regressions based on faculty

hired as instructors were significant.

For faculty hired as

assistant professors, significant regressions were found
between the independent CSA and CS variables and the dependent
FS variable.

For each increase in average CS*, final salary

for those hired as assistant professors decreased by $263.
For each increase in average C.S, final salary decreased by $278.
Significant regressions were also found between the independ
ent HSA and HS variables and the dependent CPI variable.
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each additional average scheduled and arranged teaching credit
hour, Cumulative Salary, Percentage Increment increased by

1.3%.

For each additional average scheduled teaching credit

hour, Cumulative Salary, Percentage Increment increased
by l.b% .
The decrease in final salary as average CSA and CS
increased would be expected, since it has already been shown
that both of these independent variables decreased as rank
increased.

Thus, as assistant professors advanced through

the ranks and received larger salaries their average class
loads would tend to decrease.
The finding that Cumulative Salary, Percentage Increment
became larger as average credit hours increased may have been
caused by a tendency for successful faculty hired as
assistant professors to start at higher income levels than
their less successful colleagues.

This would have the effect

of reducing the variability between the AY 196 6 -6 7 and AY
1973-7^ salaries received by successful faculty while, at
the same time, increasing the variability between the AY
1 9 6 6 -6 7 and AY 1973-7^ salaries received by less successful

faculty.

Thus, faculty hired as assistant professors who

were promoted into the higher academic ranks and, therefore,
taught fewer credit hours per semester would tend to have
lower cumulative salary increases than their less successful
colleagues who were not promoted and taught more credit
hours per semester.
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Conclusion
In this study a major emphasis was placed on the
selection of a population of full-time teaching faculty
controlled for year of hire and length of university service.
Based on these selection criteria, a population of 60
faculty members hired in AY 1966-67 who remained part of the
university’s full-time teaching staff through AY 1973-7^ was
selected for study.

An advantage inherent in this method

ology is that the faculty population can be easily divided
into relatively homogeneous subgroups based on rank of hire
and college affiliation.

Unfortunately, the population was

found to be insufficient in this study.

Three problems

arose as a result of the small number of faculty studied.
First, due to the small number of faculty hired as associate
professors and full professors, these two academic ranks of
hire had to be deleted from parts of the study.

Specifically,

additional research is needed to determine the relationships
between professional activity and reward for faculty hired
as associate professors and full professors.

Secondly,

with the exception of the College of Arts and Sciences,
the small number of population members representing the
remaining university colleges prohibited an independent
analysis of each college.

As a result, only two college

affiliation subgroups were compared In the study.

One sub

group was composed of Arts and Sciences faculty, while the
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other subgroup was composed of all the remaining population
members.

In future research, each college should be inde

pendently analyzed.

The third problem resulted from the,

generally, small number of observations in the professional
activity variables.

This problem not only limited the extent

of the data analysis, but also decreased the reliability
of the results.

With sufficient observations in the various

professional activity variables a multiple regression could
be computed between the professional activity variables
and the reward variables for each academic rank of hire.
In addition to the improvements listed above, future
research efforts should include measures of teaching
ability.

Only then can the true interactions between

teaching and research be accurately defined.
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The

New

Appendix A
Proposed Promotion Policy
(Approved by Faculty Senate
October 15, 22, and 29, 1973)
ARTICLE I; nAM-tiS
The university recognizes ranks of professor, associate
professor, assistant professor and instructor distinguished
by salary ranges and medians at each rank substantially
higher than those of the next lower rank,
AHTICLE II:

CHITEEIA FOR PROMOTION

Given a continuing commitment to the academic rank system,
the institution owes all faculty a clear statement of
promotion policy. Our policy rests on certain assumptions:
Promotions should be based on merit, not on years of
service. Promotion should not be used to solve salary
inequity problems. Merit can be fairly assessed only
after a faculty member has spent a reasonable period
of time in a particular rank. Promotions should be
awarded without regard to departmental or college rank
distribution.
Two categories of criteria shall be considered in promotion
decisions— qualifying and judgmental.
qualifying Criteria
To be eligible for consideration for promotion, a faculty
member must meet minimum qualifying standards in educational
attainments and number of years in rank. Exceptions to any
of these criteria are possible, as specified in (3) below.
1.

Educational Attainments
In most disciplines the earned doctorate constitutes
the conventional terminal degree. However, in those
disciplines in which the doctorate is not normally
required, appropriate criteria must be determined and
approved. For purposes of eligibility, all faculty in
a given discipline shall be placed in one of the
following categories:
A.

Attainment of an appropriate terminal degree, or
other educational or professional achievement
195
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recognized by the discipline.
B.

Special attainments, skills, or experience
particularly valuable to the discipline (e.g.,
business or industrial experience, artistic or
technical skills), but not in category A.

C.

All faculty members not in categories A or B.

To be eligible for promotion to assistant professor, a
faculty member shall be in category A or B. To be
eligible for promotion to associate or full professor,
a faculty member shall be in category A .
In defining the requirements for inclusion in categories
A and B, each department shall specify the criteria
appropriate to its discipline. After departments have
determined their proposed criteria, these shall be submitted
for the review of the appropriate dean and the Vice
President for Academic Affairs. The deans and the Vice
President for Academic Affairs shall be responsible for
insuring the basic equivalence among departments of educa
tional attainment criteria, and their adherence to the
general guidelines of this policy. The department’s
approved criteria will be official departmental policy,
to be communicated to all department members and available
on request by any faculty member from the deans or Vice
President. If no statement of criteria is filed, it will
be assumed that an earned doctorate constitutes the
department’s requirement for inclusion in category A, and
that no category B exists for that department.
2.

Length of Service in Bank
Length of service in rank refers to the number of years
that a faculty member has spent in his/her present rank.
Faculty service at the same or higher rank at other
educational institutions shall be included except that
service more than seven years previous to Joining the
university faculty cannot count towards eligibility
at the university.
To be eligible for promotion to assistant professor, a
faculty member shall have been an instructor for two
years or have reached category A of educational attain
ment.
To be eligible for promotion to associate professor, a
faculty member shall have been an assistant professor for
five years.
To be eligible for- promotion to professor, a faculty
member shall have been an associate professor for seven
years.
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3 . ExceptIona
Exceptions to the above requirements may be requested
by the department from the College Promotion Committee
(see AnTICLE III), but shall be granted only after con
clusive justification. Individual faculty members may
also request to be exceptions by appealing to the
Faculty Grievance Committee.
^ . Eligibility
Meeting these qualifying criteria establishes eligibility,
but does not assure either immediate or eventual promo
tion.
Judgmental Criteria
Each year all faculty eligible for promotion on the basis of
qualifying criteria shall be evaluated on the basis of de
partmental criteria. Areas to be evaluated include teaching
ability, professional recognition, and service to the
university and the community in the role of a faculty member.
1.

Teaching Ability
Competence in teaching is an absolute necessity for
promotion for teaching faculty. A faculty member's
teaching ability shall be evaluated by his or her
students, colleagues, and department chairman or head.
Insofar as they pertain to teaching competence, efforts
by the faculty member at curriculum development,
innovation, and continuing self-education shall be
included in the evaluation.

2.

Professional Hecognition
Professional recognition comes in many forms and may vary
with the faculty member's discipline. Each department
shall define and publish for its faculty the achievements
and activities on which it places the highest value. In
almost all fields research, publication, and evidence
of creative ability are considered valuable. Consequently,
the publication of scholarly books, monographs and articles
should be recognized. In the areas of literature and
the fine arts, creative production is a primary vehicle
for achieving professional recognition. In many fields,
external consultation and work with colleagues and ad
vanced graduate students on research and scholarly pro
jects are appropriate bases for recognition. In addition,
holding office in national and state professional
associations, and contributing papers or services to such
organizations, are worthy of professional recognition.
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However, the relative value of any or all of these in
considering promotion must he established and made
known by each department.
3.

Service
Service to the department, the university, and the
community shall contribute to favorable consideration
for promotion. Such service must exceed what is nor
mally expected of all faculty members. It might con
sist, for example, of exceptionally able and prolonged
service on university committees or councils, or of
providing leadership to the Faculty Senate.
Meritorious community service shall consist of those
professionally relevant activities, as determined by the
department, undertaken voluntarily by the faculty member
which extend the influence of the university into the
community.
Hevlew of Judgmental Criteria
After departments have determined their proposed criteria,
these shall be submitted for the review of the appro
priate dean and the Vice President of Academic Affairs.

5.

Application of Judgmental Criteria
In considering candidates for promotion, teaching abil
ity, professional recognition, and service are all
important. Competence in teaching, however, is an
absolute necessity for promotion of teaching faculty.
A faculty member whose major achievement is outstand
ing success as a teacher may expect eventual promotion
to assistant or associate professor. For promotion to
full professor, an individual must be a competent
teacher a) who has achieved outstanding professional
recognition, or b) who has gained substantial pro
fessional recognition and has rendered significant
service.

ARTICLE III:
1.

PROMOTION PROCEDURES

College Promotion Committees i Members hit)
a.

College Promotion Committees (CPC) shall be estab
lished in each college (exclusive of the Graduate
College), consisting of the Dean of the College as
non-voting chairman and seven faculty members,
except that in colleges having fewer than seven
departments there shall be exactly one (l) faculty
member chosen from each department. The College
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of Arts and Sciences shall have one CPC for each
of its three divisions: humanities, natural
sciences, and social sciences, each chaired by
the appropriate associate dean or the dean.

2.

b.

Using regular departmental procedures, each
department shall nominate three (3) members of the
department on continuing appointment, one from each
of the three professorial ranks, to serve on the
committee. Faculty members from among those nominees
shall be appointed by the dean for three-year terms
of office. Vacancies shall be filled by appointment
from that list of nominees. The original members
of the CFCs shall be appointed on a staggered basis,
to insure continuity and regular turnover.

c.

A faculty member appointed for a full term may not
serve a succeeding term. Department heads (meaning
heads and chairmenJ shall not be eligible for
appointment.

d.

In colleges which have more than seven departments,
the dean in his/her appointment shall insure repre
sentation of broad common interests. In addition,
the membership shall represent each of the three
professorial ranks.

College Promotion Committee:

Function and Procedures

a.

The function of the CFCs shall be to receive and
evaluate department nominations for promotion, to
recommend to the dean, in rank order of priority,
which faculty members from their colleges or divi
sions should be promoted, and to hear and rule on
requests for exemptions from university promotion
eligibility requirements.

b.

The deans shall distribute to department heads a
recommendation form (standard for the university^
to be completed by the departments for each person
to be nominated. These forms, and any additional
supporting data, shall be submitted to the CFC in
time for its consideration prior to individual
interviews with the department heads.

c.

The head of each department making nominations for
promotion shall meet with the CFC to present and
discuss the nominations, which shall be submitted
in rank order. CPC members may question the heads
about their nominations, but shall not deliberate
formally in their presence and shall not reach any
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final decision -until presentations by all department
heads have been completed.

3.

d.

Following the presentations by department heads,
the CPC shall proceed as follows: (1) confirm that
each nominee meets the university eligibility re
quirements for promotion; (2) decide which nominees
shall be recommended to the dean or associate dean;
and (3) rank order the list without regard to
professorial grade.

e.

The dean of each college shall then present his or
her recommendations as well as the recommendations
of the CPC to the Vice President for Academic Affairs,
and shall be prepared to discuss all considerations
regarding the departments and the college involved.

Final Selection
The Vice President for Academic Affairs shall determine
from the lists of recommendations the faculty members
to be recommended to the President and the Board of
Trustees for promotion.

4.

Appeal
a.

When a department has determined which of its eligible
faculty are to be nominated for promotions, the de
partment head shall notify all of those eligible
whether or not they are to be nominated. Those not
to be nominated shall be given an opportunity to
appeal to the deciding group before the department
list is submitted to the CPC.

b.

When a dean has determined those nominees which are
to be recommended to the Vice President for Academic
Affairs, the dean shall notify the department heads
of this decision on their nominees, and the heads
shall be given an opportunity to appeal to the dean
before the final list is submitted.

c.

If the Vice President for Academic Affairs reverses
an affirmative recommendation, he or she shall notify
the faculty member, the chairperson and the dean.
At the faculty member’s request, a conference shall
be held with the Vice President who will determine
the extent of reevaluation to be conducted, if any.

d.

The normal university grievance procedures shall
also be available to any faculty member who is
eligible for, but not recommended for, promotion.
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Unafiliated Academic Units
The Vice President for Academic Affairs shall ascertain
that procedures incorporating the principles in this
statement are employed in the Graduate College and in
those academic units not affiliated with a college.

ABTICLE IVs
1.

REVIEW

Annual Report
Upon completion of the promotion process each year, the
Vice President for Academic Affairs shall compile and
publish the following:

2.

a.

A listing by department, college and new rank of
those persons promoted;

b.

A statistical description of the new rank distri
bution by college and university-wide; and

c.

Suggested changes, if any, in the promotion process
or criteria to be considered for the succeeding year.

Review of Annual Report
Each year the Professional Concerns Committee of the
Faculty Senate shall receive and review the annual report
on promotions of the Vice President for Academic Affairs.

3.

Review of Policy
Every three years (sooner if it feels it is necessary)
the Professional Concerns Committee shall undertake a
formal review of current promotion policy, normal minimum
years in rank and implementation, to ascertain whether
any changes should be recommended to the Senate.

ARTICLE V:

TRANSITION PERIOD

For 1975 promotions, the CPCs are directed to consider requests
for exceptions to requirements (1) and (2) of Qualifying Cri
teria, as permitted in item (3), as much as possible in terms
of prior standards and practices. From 1976 on, exceptions
should be made only in truly exceptional cases.
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Appendix B
Faculty Salary Policy
1970
COMMITMENT TO A SALARY BASE
By the 1975-76 school year, the University shall attain, and
thereafter maintain, at least the median (fifth) decile for
(Universities and Technical Institutions) average salaries
and compensation, in accordance with the annually published
AAUF "Proposed Compensation Grading Scale," for all ranks of
faculty. It is anticipated that reasonable steady progress
will be made toward the realization of this long-range goal
in the period between the 1970-71 and 1975-76 academic years.
The situation will be reviewed annually by the Salary Commit
tee, which will then recommend a decile objective for the
coming academic year.
In striving to meet these goals, the University will keep in
mind its obligation to assist individual faculty members to
attain their valid professional aspirations, especially
promotion in rank.
GENERAL POLICIES GOVERNING THE DETERMINATION OF SALARIES
Departments should determine faculty salaries for each academic
year in accordance with these provisions:
1. A standard University-wide cost-of-living factor (a per
centage of the current year’s salary) shall be granted
to all faculty.
2. The balance of salary improvement funds available to the
department should be divided into two portions. The
principles by which this apportionment is made, and the
criteria by which salary increases are distributed among
the faculty should be determined within the department.
Consistent with the spirit of University policy, each
department should devise procedures which permit the
faculty to participate in developing policies to govern
the determination of salaries within the department.
a.

The first portion should, be used to provide a "normal
salary increase" for all members of the department
whose contributions to the department and the Univer
sity have been satisfactory— of normal or standard
quality. The department will use the greater part of
its salary improvement funds (after cost-of-living
money has been taken out) for this purpose.
202
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The "bases for distributing this ’’normal salary in
crease" among department members should be determined
within the department and may vary from department to
department. Distribution of increases could vary
according to rank, educational attainment, years in
rank, or some combination of these and other factors.
Salary increases from this portion should be used to
reduce or eliminate unequal salaries among faculty
members with comparable attainments and qualifications.
b.

3.

The second portion of the balance of salary improve
ment funds should be used to provide "extra-ordinary
salary increases" to those department members who are
making exceptional contributions to the department and
University. The criteria for judging exceptional
service should be determined within the department and
communicated to all members of the department.

A faculty member who performs satisfactory (normal or
standard service) can expect, in general, to reach the
average salary for his rank within five years of his
initial appointment in rank.
Continual satisfactory service should be recognized by
continued assignment of "normal salary increases" in addi
tion to cost-of-living adjustments. Specifically, the
average compensation for a rank shall not be construed as
a maximum compensation for satisfactory service. No
maximum salaries will be established for any rank.

5.

In the year that a faculty member is promoted, he shall
receive an "extraordinary salary increase," according to
departmental principles for determining the amounts of
extraordinary increases. It is not the intent of this
document to alter or imply the alteration of established
promotion policies.

DFTFftMTTJATION OF ANNUAL COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENTS
By January 31st of each year, the Salary Committee of the
Faculty Senate shall recommend to the President of the Uni
versity a percentage factor to be applied throughout the
University to determine an automatic cost-of-living adjust
ment in the salaries of faculty members. The Salary Committee
will determine the percentage factor by computing the average
variation in the cost-of-living for the immediately previous
three years, and by adjusting that figure to account for
unusual conditions.
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SALABY DATA PUBLICATION
Where faculty salaries are based upon judgments of merit in
an institution committed to democratic processes among the
professional staff, it is imperative that information be
published which permits each individual faculty member to
make an informed judgment about the significance of his
salary. At the same time, however, the publication of
salary data should protect the privacy of the individual
member of the faculty. To permit each faculty member to
interpret the implied judgment of value which his salary rep
resents, he shall be given, at the time he receives a state
ment of his salary for the next academic year, the following
information:
1.

The minimum, maximum, mean and median salary for the aca
demic year to be paid to faculty at each rank in each
college of the University. Where colleges are large and
diverse enough to be divided into reasonable subdivisions,
salary data shall be based upon salaries within those
subdivisions. Thus, for example, the College of Arts
and Sciences can be divided into Humanities, Sciences
and Social Science areas.

2.

The minimum, maximum, mean and median salary increase paid
to faculty in each rank in each college, or subdivision of
college.

3.

The number of individuals included in each category
mentioned in 1 and 2 above.

4.

Statistics for the previous as well as the present year
in all categories mentioned in 1 and 2 preceding.

5.

The percentage factor that has been granted as a
University-wide cost-of-living adjustment.

6.

The current AAUP median (fifth) average salary for his
rank together with other pertinent AAUP decile informa
tion.

7.

The median years of service in rank by colleges or
subdivisions of colleges of the University.

During the Fall Semester of each academic year, the Office of
the Vice President for Finance shall publish to each faculty
member the minimum and average salary data submitted to the
AAUP, grouped by colleges or subdivisions of colleges of the
University. The report will include salary statistics for
all academic-year faculty, including new appointees.
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The Office of the Vice President for Finance will annually
make available to the Salary Committee a graphic tabulation
of all academic-year salaries in the format of the University
Educational Association, "Study of the Salary Structure In
the Fifteen State Supported Four-Year Institutions of Higher
Education in Michigan".
FISCAL-YEAB SALARIES
All stipulations of the present Faculty Salary Policy apply
to faculty members holding fiscal-year (twelve-month)
appointments, with the following provisions to be applied:
1. The same bases for determining academic-year faculty
salaries will be used to compute fiscal-year salaries.
2. Each administrative unit employing fiscal-year faculty
shall establish and publish for its faculty the formula
used for converting academic-year to fiscal-year
salaries.
3- A twelve month faculty member serving in an other-thanacademic department in which the steps of "Preliminary
Procedure" under item 2 of Salary and Promotion Pieview
Procedure do not apply, should confer with his immediate
supervisor or supervisors in making an appeal of his
salary, and if he wishes to appeal further, confer with
the appropriate Vice President.
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Appendix C
Sabbatical Leave Policy
(Adopted by the Faculty Senate September 13. 1973)
Sabbatical Leaves are intended primarily to encourage and
promote the professional growth of the faculty and to enhance
their scholarly and teaching effectiveness. Such leaves
contribute to the accomplishment of these ends by enabling
the faculty to undertake specific, planned activities
involving study, research, scholarship and creative work
of mutual benefit to the faculty member and the University.
1.

2.

ELIGIBILITY FOR SABBATICAL LEAVE
A.

The term "faculty" shall include all members of the
instructional, administrative, counseling center, and
library staffs holding academic rank.

B.

A sabbatical leave may be granted to any faculty
member at the University who has served in a full
time capacity for at least six years, or the equivalent
of six years of full-time service in a Boardappointed position. Equivalency shall be computed
by. adding appropriate fractions of full-time service
to any full-time service during the period following
the faculty member's initial Board appointment or
last sabbatical leave at the University. Such
leave may not be awarded to the same person more
than once in every seven years, and leave time shall
not be cumulative. The granting of a sabbatical
leave shall be without distinction as to rank,
Department or College affiliation, full-time or
part-time status, or total years of service at the
University.

C.

Two years of any full-time service or experience
outside the University that has counted to reduce
the length of the tenure probationary period shall
count as one year toward fulfillment of the eligibility
period, as shall one year in any six-year period
spent on approved leave of absence from the Univer
sity for the purposes of professional growth.

REQUIREMENTS FOR SABBATICAL LEAVES
A.

The sabbatical project must require a lengthy period
of continuous release from normal faculty respon
sibilities— at least one full semester— and should
not be accomplishable in shorter intervals and with
other forms of assistance already available for
206
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professional growth (e.g., the Spring or Summer
Terms, faculty research grants, released time, etc.)

3.

E.

Applicants for sabbatical leaves must inform the
University of other salaries, grants, fellowships, or
financial support they expect to receive (or do
receive) during the period of leave. The combined
income from such sources and the sabbatical grant
should not exceed the faculty member’s salary, research
expenses, travel, and relocation costs associated with
the leave.

C.

A person granted sabbatical leave must agree to
return to his University duties for at least one year
or the equivalent following the leave.

D.

By the end of the first semester following their
return to the campus, recipients of sabbatical leaves
must file a written account, including an evaluation,
of their sabbatical activities and accomplishments
with the University Sabbatical Leave Committee,
their Dean, and their Department Chairman.

SELECTION EEOCESS
A.

Applictlons and proposals must be filed with the
Department Sabbatical Leave Committee not later than
October 1 of the year preceding the fiscal year in
which the applicant wants leave. All applicants, in
addition to including a clear, concise statement of
their proposed sabbatical activity, must justify
the proposal in the three categories described in
the Criteria for Evaluating Sabbatical Leave Proposals:
(1) In its own right, (2) Relative to the Individual
and (3) Relative to the Institution. Proposals’
approved by both the Department and the Dean should
reach the University Sabbatical Leave Committee not
later than November 1; and that body's recommendations
should reach the Vice President for Academic Affairs
not later than December 1. Normally proposals
approved by the Department and the appropriate Dean
shall be granted.

B.

The Departments
(1)

Each Department shall establish a Sabbatical
Leave Committee, which will assume the primary
responsibility for evaluating and approving all
sabbatical proposals in the Department. This
committee shall determine if a proposal meets
the established Criteria for Evaluating
Sabbatical Leave Proposals and, if, in their
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professional judgment, it is worthy of support.
They shall then, in conjunction with the Depart
ment Chairman and others directly affected,
decide whether the granting of the leave(s)
would seriously impair the Department’s
effectiveness.

C.

(2)

If the proposal is approved— and normally
Departments should he supportive of worthy
projects— the Department Chairman shall prepare
a specific written explanation of how the
Department intends to deal with the load of the
faculty member during the period of leave.

(3)

The approved proposals and explanations shall
be forwarded to the appropriate Dean, who shall
either approve them and forward them to the
University Sabbatical Leave Committee, or
return them to the Department for reconsideration
and possible resubmission.

The University Sabbatical Leave Committee
(1)

The University Sabbatical Leave Committee
shall be a standing committee of the Faculty
Senate, nominated and selected by the usual
procedures for such bodies, and consisting of
one faculty member from each College, serving
staggered three-year terms to assure continuity.

(2)

They shall evaluate all proposals submitted as
approved by both Departments and Deans to assure
that they meet established Criteria for
Evaluating Sabbatical Leave Proposals and that
the total number granted in any one year would
not adversely affect the institution’s academic
program. They shall then submit their recommen
dations, not later than December i, to the Vice
President for Academic Affairs for his/her
decision, which shall be submitted to the
Board of Trustees.

(3)

This committee shall also serve as an appellate
body, receiving and evaluating proposals rejected
at a lower level and empowered, after consultation
with the appropriate Department and Dean, to
recommend to the Vice President for Academic
Affairs that any such proposals be supported.
In this capacity they shall function informally
as an agency for resolving problems referred
to them.
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k.

(*0

They shall submit annual reports to the Faculty
Senate on the results of the selection process,
and shall keep on file a cumulative record of
those reports.

(5)

They shall be responsible for reviewing and
recommending revision of sabbatical leave
policies and practices.

FUNDING
A.

A faculty member may apply for a two-semester or a
one-semester leave. In either case, if the leave is
granted he/she shall receive 75% of his/her base
salary for the period of the sabbatical. For
Board-appointed part-time faculty, "base salary"
shall be the full-time academic year salary for the
period of the sabbatical.

B.

The Vice President for Academic Affairs shall deter
mine annually the sum of money necessary to meet the
purposes of this sabbatical leave policy.

CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING SABBATICAL LEAVE PB0P0SALS
The criteria listed below should be distributed to all
Department Sabbatical Leave Committees (for their use and to
be made available to their colleagues as appropriate) and to
the University Sabbatical Leave Committee. They should be
applied as helpful guidelines in evaluating the merit of a
proposal and/or an applicant. Items under headings A, B,
and C are illustrations of appropriate considerations, not
universal requirements.
A..

In Its Own Right
1.

Deals with a significant problem, area, or issue.

2.' Shows promise of making a significant contribution
to the subject under study or problem undertaken.
B.

Relative to the Individual
1.

C.

Develops new capabilities for research or teaching.

Relative to the Institution
1.

Enhances the research, teaching or administrative
capabilities of the faculty member.

2.

Yields conceptual or operational derivatives of
value to the University.
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Both the Department and the University Sabbatical Leave
Committee should take at least the following steps in conducting
the application and selection process:
1.

They should formulate and publicize in their respec
tive areas criteria appropriate to the purposes of
the sabbatical leave program.

2.

They should encourage applicants to observe these
criteria in developing their proposals.

3*

They should require applicants to include a clear,
concise statement of their proposed sabbatical activity,
and to delineate as well as they can the expected
benefits to be derived from the leave.

4.

They should require applicants to include back
ground information to assist the evaluation
committees in judging their competence to accomplish
what they propose.

5.

They should conduct periodically a systematic followup on the productivity of sabbatical leaves.

6.

The University Sabbatical Leave Committee should
construct and distribute an application form embodying
the substance of the above points and reflecting the
principles expressed in the University’s sabbatical
leave policy.
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